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NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


10 CFR Part 72 
[NRC-2014-0102] 
RIN 3150-Au40 


List of Approved Spent Fuel Storage 
Casks: Holtec International HI-STORM 
FLOOD/WIND System; Certificate of 
Compliance No. 1032, Amendment 

No. 1 


AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 
ACTION: Direct final rule. 





SUMMARY: The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) is amending its 
spent fuel storage regulations by 
revising the Holtec International HI- 
STORM FLOOD/WIND (FW) System 
listing within the ‘‘List of approved 
spent fuel storage casks’’ to include 
Amendment No. 1 to Certificate of 
Compliance (CoC) No. 1032. 
Amendment No. 1 adds a new heat load 
pattern for the multipurpose canister 
(MPC)-37, broadens the back pressure 
range for MPC-37 and MPC-89, and 
updates certain definitions related to 
fuel classification. Also, the amendment 
makes a correction to the expiration 
date of CoC No. 1032. 

DATES: The direct final rule is effective 
December 17, 2014, unless significant 
adverse comments are received by 
November 3, 2014. If the direct final 
rule is withdrawn as a result of such 
comments, timely notice of the 
withdrawal will be published in the 
Federal Register. Comments received 
after this date will be considered if it is 
practical to do so, but the NRC staff is 
able to ensure consideration only for 
comments received on or before this 
date. 

ADDRESSES: Please refer to Docket ID 
NRC-2014—0102 when contacting the 
NRC about the availability of 


information for this direct final rule. 
You may access publicly-available 
information related to this direct final 
rule by any of the following methods: 


e Federal Rulemaking Web site: Go to 
http://www.regulations.gov and search 
for Docket ID NRC-—2014—0102. Address 
questions about NRC dockets to Carol 
Gallagher; telephone: 301-287-3422; 
email: Carol.Gallagher@nrc.gov. For 
technical questions, contact the 
individual listed in the FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT section of this 
document. 


e NRC’s Agencywide Documents 
Access and Management System 
(ADAMS): You may obtain publicly- 
available documents online in the 
ADAMS Public Documents collection at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/ 
adams.html. To begin the search, select 
“ADAMS Public Documents” and then 
select “Begin Web-based ADAMS 
Search.”’ For problems with ADAMS, 
please contact the NRC’s Public 
Document Room (PDR) reference staff at 
1-800-397-4209, 301-415-4737, or by 
email to pdr.resource@nrc.gov. For the 
convenience of the reader, instructions 
about obtaining materials referenced in 
this document are provided in the 
“Availability of Documents” section. 


e NRC’s PDR: You may examine and 
purchase copies of public documents at 
the NRC’s PDR, Room O-1F21, One 
White Flint North, 11555 Rockville 
Pike, Rockville, Maryland 20852. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Naiem S. Tanious, Office of Federal and 
State Materials and Environmental 
Management Programs, U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20555-0001; telephone: 301-415- 
6103, email: Naiem. Tanious@nrc.gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Table of Contents 
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I. Procedural Background 


This direct final rule is limited to the 
changes contained in Amendment No. 1 
to CoC No. 1032 and does not include 
other aspects of the Holtec International 
HI-STORM FW System design. The 
NRC is using the “direct final rule 
procedure” to issue this amendment 
because it represents a limited and 
routine change to an existing CoC that 
is expected to be noncontroversial. 
Adequate protection of public health 
and safety continues to be ensured. The 
amendment to the rule will become 
effective on December 17, 2014. 
However, if the NRC receives significant 
adverse comments on this direct final 
rule by November 3, 2014, then the NRC 
will publish a document that withdraws 
this action and will subsequently 
address the comments received in a 
final rule as a response to the 
companion proposed rule published in 
the proposed rule section of this issue 
of the Federal Register. Absent 
significant modifications to the 
proposed revisions requiring 
republication, the NRC will not initiate 
a second comment period on this action. 

A significant adverse comment is a 
comment where the commenter 
explains why the rule would be 
inappropriate, including challenges to 
the rule’s underlying premise or 
approach, or would be ineffective or 
unacceptable without a change. A 
comment is adverse and significant if: 

(1) The comment opposes the rule and 
provides a reason sufficient to require a 
substantive response in a notice-and- 
comment process. For example, a 
substantive response is required when: 

(a) The comment causes the NRC staff 
to reevaluate (or reconsider) its position 
or conduct additional analysis; 

(b) The comment raises an issue 
serious enough to warrant a substantive 
response to clarify or complete the 
record; or 

(c) The comment raises a relevant 
issue that was not previously addressed 
or considered by the NEC staff. 

(2) The comment proposes a change 
or an addition to the rule, and it is 
apparent that the rule would be 
ineffective or unacceptable without 
incorporation of the change or addition. 

(3) The comment causes the NRC staff 
to make a change (other than editorial) 
to the rule, CoC, or Technical 
Specifications (TSs). 
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For detailed instructions on filing 
comments, please see the companion 
proposed rule published in the 
Proposed Rule section of this issue of 
the Federal Register. 


II. Background 


Section 218(a) of the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act (NWPA) of 1982, as 
amended, requires that ‘“‘the Secretary 
lof the Department of Energy] shall 
establish a demonstration program, in 
cooperation with the private sector, for 
the dry storage of spent nuclear fuel at 
civilian nuclear power reactor sites, 
with the objective of establishing one or 
more technologies that the | Nuclear 
Regulatory] Commission may, by rule, 
approve for use at the sites of civilian 
nuclear power reactors without, to the 
maximum extent practicable, the need 
for additional site-specific approvals by 
the Commission.” Section 133 of the 
NWPA states, in part, that “[the 
Commission] shall, by rule, establish 
procedures for the licensing of any 
technology approved by the 
Commission under Section 219(a) [sic: 
218(a)] for use at the site of any civilian 
nuclear power reactor.” 

To implement this mandate, the 
Commission approved dry storage of 
spent nuclear fuel in NRC-approved 
casks under a general license by 
publishing a final rule which added a 
new subpart K in part 72 of Title 10 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations (10 
CFR) entitled, “‘“General License for 
Storage of Spent Fuel at Power Reactor 
Sites” (55 FR 29181; July 18, 1990). This 
rule also established a new subpart L in 
10 CFR part 72 entitled, ‘““Approval of 
Spent Fuel Storage Casks,”” which 
contains procedures and criteria for 
obtaining NRC approval of spent fuel 
storage cask designs. The NRC 
subsequently issued a final rule on June 
8, 2011 (76 FR 33121), that approved the 
Holtec International HI-STORM FW 
System design and added it to the list 
of NRC-approved cask designs in 10 
CFR 72.214 as CoC No. 1032. 


III. Discussion of Changes 


By letter dated October 13, 2011, and 
as supplemented on May 23, 2012, 
January 24, April 18, and July 23, 2013, 
Holtec International, Inc. (Holtec or the 
applicant) submitted an application to 
the NRC to amend CoC No. 1032. The 
amendment adds a new heat load 
pattern for the MPC-37, broadens the 
back pressure range for MPC-37 and 
MPC-89, and updates certain 
definitions related to fuel classification. 
Also, the amendment makes a 
correction to the expiration date of CoC 
No. 1032. 





As documented in the safety 
evaluation report (SER), the NRC staff 
performed a detailed safety evaluation 
of the proposed CoC amendment 
request. There are no significant 
changes to cask design requirements in 
the proposed CoC amendment. 
Considering the specific design 
requirements for each accident 
condition, the design of the cask would 
prevent loss of containment, shielding, 
and criticality control. If there is no loss 
of containment, shielding, or criticality 
control, the environmental impacts 
would be insignificant. This amendment 
does not reflect a significant change in 
design or fabrication of the cask. In 
addition, any resulting occupational 
exposure or offsite dose rates from the 
implementation of Amendment No. 1 
would remain well within the 10 CFR 
part 20 limits. Therefore, the proposed 
CoC changes will not result in any 
radiological or non-radiological 
environmental impacts that significantly 
differ from the environmental impacts 
evaluated in the environmental 
assessment supporting the July 18, 1990, 
final rule. There will be no significant 
change in the types or significant 
revisions in the amounts of any effluent 
released, no significant increase in the 
individual or cumulative radiation 
exposure, and no significant increase in 
the potential for or consequences from 
radiological accidents. 

This direct final rule revises the 
Holtec International HI-STORM FW 
System listing in 10 CFR 72.214 by 
adding Amendment No. 1 to CoC No. 
1032. The amendment consists of the 
changes previously described, as set 
forth in the revised CoC and TSs. The 
revised TSs are identified in the SER. 

The amended Holtec International 
HI-STORM FW System design, when 
used under the conditions specified in 
the CoC, the TSs, and the NRC’s 
regulations, will meet the requirements 
of 10 CFR part 72; therefore, adequate 
protection of public health and safety 
will continue to be ensured. When this 
direct final rule becomes effective, 
persons who hold a general license 
under 10 CFR 72.210 may load spent 
nuclear fuel into the Holtec 
International HI-STORM FW System 
that meet the criteria of Amendment No, 
1 to CoC No. 1032 under 10 CFR 72.212. 


IV. Voluntary Consensus Standards 


The National Technology Transfer 
and Advancement Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 
104-113) requires that Federal agencies 
use technical standards that are 
developed or adopted by voluntary 
consensus standards bodies unless the 
use of such a standard is inconsistent 
with applicable law or otherwise 


impractical. In this direct final rule, the 
NRC will revise the Holtec International 
HI-STORM FW System design listed in 
10 CFR 72.214. This action does not 
constitute the establishment of a 
standard that contains generally 
applicable requirements. 


V. Agreement State Compatibility 


Under the “Policy Statement on 
Adequacy and Compatibility of 
Agreement State Programs’ approved by 
the Commission on June 30, 1997, and 
published in the Federal Register on 
September 3, 1997 (62 FR 46517), this 
direct final rule is classified as 
Compatibility Category ‘““NRC.”’ 
Compatibility is not required for 
Category ‘““NRC”’ regulations. The NRC 
program elements in this category are 
those that relate directly to areas of 
regulation reserved to the NRC by the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
or the provisions of 10 CFR. Although 
an Agreement State may not adopt 
program elements reserved to the NRC, 
it may wish to inform its licensees of 
certain requirements via a mechanism 
that is consistent with the particular 
State’s administrative procedure laws, 
but does not confer regulatory authority 
on the State. 


VI. Plain Writing 


The Plain Writing Act of 2010 (Pub. 
L. 111-274) requires Federal agencies to 
write documents in a clear, concise, 
well-organized manner. The NRC has 
written this document to be consistent 
with the Plain Writing Act as well as the 
Presidential Memorandum, “‘Plain 
Language in Government Writing,”’ 
published June 10, 1998 (63 FR 31883). 


VII. Environmental Assessment and 
Finding of No Significant 
Environmental Impact 


A. The Action 


The action is to amend 10 CFR 72.214 
to revise the Holtec International HI- 
STORM FW System listing within the 
“List of approved spent fuel storage 
casks” to include Amendment No. 1 to 
CoC No. 1032. Under the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as 
amended, and the NRC’s regulations in 
subpart A of 10 CFR part 51, 
“Environmental Protection Regulations 
for Domestic Licensing and Related 
Regulatory Functions,” the NRC has 
determined that this rule, if adopted, 
would not be a major Federal action 
significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment and, therefore, an 
environmental impact statement is not 
required. The NRC has made a finding 
of no significant impact on the basis of 
this environmental assessment. 
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B. The Need for the Action 


This direct final rule amends the CoC 
for the Holtec International HI-STORM 
FW System design within the list of 
approved spent fuel storage casks that 
power reactor licensees can use to store 
spent fuel at reactor sites under a 
general license. Specifically, 
Amendment No. 1 adds a new heat load 
pattern for the multipurpose canister 
MPC-37, broadens the back pressure 
range for MPC-37 and MPC-89, and 
updates certain definitions related to 
fuel classification. Also, the amendment 
makes a correction to the expiration 
date of CoC No. 1032. 


C. Environmental Impacts of the Action 


On July 18, 1990 (55 FR 29181), the 
NRC issued an amendment to 10 CFR 
part 72 to provide for the storage of 
spent fuel under a general license in 
cask designs approved by the NRC. The 
potential environmental impact of using 
NRC-approved storage casks was 
initially analyzed in the environmental 
assessment for the 1990 final rule. The 
environmental assessment for this 
Amendment No. 1 tiers off of the 
environmental assessment for the July 
18, 1990, final rule. Tiering on past 
environmental assessments is a standard 
process under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

The Holtec International HI-STORM 
FW System is designed to mitigate the 
effects of design basis accidents that 
could occur during storage. Design basis 
accidents account for human-induced 
events and the most severe natural 
phenomena reported for the site and 
surrounding area. Postulated accidents 
analyzed for an Independent Spent Fuel 
Storage Installation, the type of facility 
at which a holder of a power reactor 
operating license would store spent fuel 
in casks in accordance with 10 CFR part 
72, include tornado winds and tornado- 
generated missiles, a design basis 
earthquake, a design basis flood, an 
accidental cask drop, lightning effects, 
fire, explosions, and other incidents. 

Considering the specific design 
requirements for each accident 
condition, the design of the cask would 
prevent loss of containment, shielding, 
and criticality control. If there is no loss 
of containment, shielding, or criticality 
control, the environmental impacts 
would be insignificant. This amendment 
does not reflect a significant change in 
design or fabrication of the cask. There 
are no significant changes to cask design 
requirements in the proposed CoC 
amendment. In addition, because there 
are no significant design or process 
changes, any resulting occupational 
exposure or offsite dose rates from the 


implementation of Amendment No. 1 
would remain well within the 10 CFR 
part 20 limits. Therefore, the proposed 
CoC changes will not result in any 
radiological or non-radiological 
environmental impacts that significantly 
differ from the environmental impacts 
evaluated in the environmental 
assessment supporting the July 18, 1990, 
final rule. There will be no significant 
change in the types or significant 
revisions in the amounts of any effluent 
released, no significant increase in the 
individual or cumulative radiation 
exposure, and no significant increase in 
the potential for or consequences from 
radiological accidents. The staff 
documented its safety findings in the 
SER for this amendment. 


D. Alternative to the Action 


The alternative to this action is to 
deny approval of Amendment No. 1 and 
end the direct final rule. Consequently, 
any 10 CFR part 72 general licensee that 
seeks to load spent nuclear fuel into 
Holtec International HI-STORM FW 
System casks in accordance with the 
changes described in proposed 
Amendment No. 1 would have to 
request an exemption from the 
requirements of 10 CFR 72.212 and 
72.214. Under this alternative, 
interested licensees would have to 
prepare, and the NRC would have to 
review, a separate exemption request, 
thereby increasing the administrative 
burden upon the NRC and the costs to 
each licensee. Therefore, the 
environmental impacts would be the 
same or less than the action. 


E. Alternative Use of Resources 


Approval of Amendment No. 1 to CoC 
No. 1032 would result in no irreversible 
commitments of resources. 


F, Agencies and Persons Contacted 


No agencies or persons outside the 
NRC were contacted in connection with 
the preparation of this environmental 
assessment. 

G. Finding of No Significant Impact 

The environmental impacts of the 
action have been reviewed under the 
requirements in 10 CFR part 51. Based 
on the foregoing environmental 
assessment, the NRC concludes that this 
direct final rule entitled, “List of 
Approved Spent Fuel Storage Casks: 
Holtec International HI-STORM 
FLOOD/WIND System; Certificate of 
Compliance No. 1032, Amendment No. 
1,” will not have a significant effect on 
the human environment. Therefore, the 
NRC has determined that an 
environmental impact statement is not 
necessary for this direct final rule. 


VIII. Paperwork Reduction Act 
Statement 


This direct final rule does not contain 
any information collection requirements 
and, therefore, is not subject to the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). Existing 
requirements were approved by the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB), Approval Number 3150-0132. 


Public Protection Notification 


The NRC may not conduct or sponsor, 
and a person is not required to respond 
to a request for information or an 
information collection requirement 
unless the requesting document 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number. 


IX. Regulatory Flexibility Certification 


Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
of 1980 (5 U.S.C. 605(b)), the NRC 
certifies that this direct final rule will 
not, if issued, have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. This direct 
final rule affects only nuclear power 
plant licensees and Holtec. These 
entities do not fall within the scope of 
the definition of small entities set forth 
in the Regulatory Flexibility Act or the 
size standards established by the NRC 
(10 CFR 2.810). 


X. Regulatory Analysis 


On July 18, 1990 (55 FR 29181), the 
NRC issued an amendment to 10 CFR 
part 72 to provide for the storage of 
spent nuclear fuel under a general 
license in cask designs approved by the 
NRC. Any nuclear power reactor 
licensee can use NRC-approved cask 
designs to store spent nuclear fuel if it 
notifies the NRC in advance, the spent 
fuel is stored under the conditions 
specified in the cask’s CoC, and the 
conditions of the general license are 
met. A list of NRC-approved cask 
designs is contained in 10 CFR 72.214. 
On June 8, 2011 (76 FR 33121), the NRC 
issued an amendment to 10 CFR part 72 
that approved the Holtec International 
HI-STORM FW System design and 
added it to the list of NRC-approved 
cask designs in 10 CFR 72.214 as CoC 
No.1032. 

On October 13, 2011, and as 
supplemented on May 23, 2012, January 
24, 2013, April 18, 2013, and July 23, 
2013, Holtec submitted an application 
to amend the Holtec International HI-— 
STORM FW System as described in 
Section III of this document. 

The alternative to this action is to 
withhold approval of Amendment No. 1 
and to require any 10 CFR part 72 
general licensee seeking to load spent 
nuclear fuel into the Holtec 
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International HI-STORM FW System 
under the changes described in 
Amendment No. 1 to request an 
exemption from the requirements of 10 
CFR 72.212 and 72.214. Under this 
alternative, each interested 10 CFR part 
72 licensee would have to prepare, and 
the NRC would have to review, a 
separate exemption request, thereby 
increasing the administrative burden 
upon the NRC and the costs to each 
licensee. 

Approval of this direct final rule is 
consistent with previous NRC actions. 
Further, as documented in the SER and 
the environmental assessment, the 
direct final rule will have no adverse 
effect on public health and safety or the 
environment. This direct final rule has 
no significant identifiable impact or 
benefit on other Government agencies. 
Based on this regulatory analysis, the 
NRC concludes that the requirements of 
the direct final rule are commensurate 
with the NRC’s responsibilities for 
public health and safety and the 
common defense and security. No other 
available alternative is believed to be as 
satisfactory, and therefore, this action is 
recommended. 


XI. Backfitting and Issue Finality 


The NRC has determined that the 
backfit rule (10 CFR 72.62) does not 
apply to this direct final rule. Therefore, 
a backfit analysis is not required. This 
direct final rule revises the CoC No. 
1032 for the Holtec International HI- 
STORM FW System, as currently listed 
in 10 CFR 72.214, ‘List of approved 
spent fuel storage casks.’’ The revision 
consists of Amendment No. 1 which 
adds a new heat load pattern for the 
MPC-37, broadens the back pressure 
range for MPC-37 and MPC-89, and 
updates certain definitions related to 
fuel classification. Also the amendment 
makes a correction to the expiration 
date of CoC No. 1032. 

Amendment No. 1 to CoC No. 1032 
for the Holtec International HI-STORM 
FW System was initiated by Holtec and 
was not submitted in response to new 
NRC requirements, or an NRC request 
for amendment. Amendment No. 1 
applies only to new casks fabricated and 
used under Amendment No. 1. These 
changes do not affect existing users of 
the Holtec International HI-STORM FW 
System, and the current Amendment 
continues to be effective for existing 
users. While current CoC users may 
comply with the new requirements in 
Amendment No. 1, this would be a 
voluntary decision on the part of current 
users. For these reasons, Amendment 
No. 1 to CoC No. 1032 does not 
constitute backfitting under 10 CFR 
72.62, 10 CFR 50.109(a)(1), or otherwise 





represent an inconsistency with the 
issue finality provisions applicable to 
combined licenses in 10 CFR part 52. 
Accordingly, no backfit analysis or 
additional documentation addressing 
the issue finality criteria in 10 CFR part 
52 has been prepared by the staff. 


XII. Congressional Review Act 


This action is not a rule as defined in 
the Congressional Review Act (5 U.S.C. 
801-808). 


XIII. Availability of Documents 


The documents identified in the 
following table are available to 
interested persons through one or more 
of the following methods, as indicated. 





ADAMS 
ent | Accession No. 

gee 

CoC No. 1032, Amend- | ML14118A466. 
ment No. 1. | 

Technical Specifications, || ML14118A468. 
Appendix A. 

Technical Specifications, | ML14118A467. 
Appendix B. 

Safety Evaluation Report ... | ML14118A469. 

PRDICAHON: scossccnnecserseseccces ML11290A019. 

Application Supplemental ML12158A558. 
May 23, 2012. 

Application Supplemental ML13028A103. 
January 24, 2013. 

Application Supplemental ML13120A505. 
April 18, 2013. | 

Application Supplemental ML13217A050. 
July 23, 2013. 





The NRC may post materials related 
to this document, including public 
comments, on the Federal rulemaking 
Web site at http://www.regulations.gov 
under Docket ID NRC-2014-0102. The 
Federal rulemaking Web site allows you 
to receive alerts when changes or 
additions occur in a docket folder. To 
subscribe: (1) Navigate to the docket 
folder (NRC-—2014—0102); (2) click the 
“Sign up for Email Alerts” link; and (3) 
enter your email address and select how 
frequently you would like to receive 
emails (daily, weekly, or monthly). 


List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 72 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Criminal penalties, 
Manpower training programs, Nuclear 
materials, Occupational safety and 
health, Penalties, Radiation protection, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Security measures, Spent 
fuel, Whistleblowing. 


For the reasons set out in the 
preamble and under the authority of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended; 
the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, 
as amended; the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act of 1982, as amended; and 5 U.S.C. 
552 and 553; the NRC is adopting the 


following amendments to 10 CFR part 
72. 


PART 72—LICENSING 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 
INDEPENDENT STORAGE OF SPENT 
NUCLEAR FUEL, HIGH-LEVEL 
RADIOACTIVE WASTE, AND 
REACTOR-RELATED GREATER THAN 
CLASS C WASTE 


w 1. The authority citation for part 72 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: Atomic Energy Act secs. 51, 53, 
57, 62, 63, 65, 69, 81, 161, 182, 183, 184, 186, 
187, 189, 223, 234, 274 (42 U.S.C. 2071, 2073, 
2077, 2092, 2093, 2095, 2099, 2111, 2201, 
2232, 2200; 225%, 2296, 2237, 2273, 2264, 
2021); Energy Reorganization Act secs. 201, 
202, 206, 211 (42 U.S.C. 5841, 5842, 5846, 
5851); National Environmental Policy Act 
sec. 102 (42 U.S.C. 4332); Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act sees. 131, 132, 133, 135; 137, 141, 
148 (42 U.S.C. 10151, 10152, 10153, 10155, 
10157, 10161, 10168); sec. 1704, 112 Stat. 
2750 (44 U.S.C. 3504 note); Energy Policy Act 
of 2005, Pub. L. 109-58, 119 Stat. 549 (2005). 

Section 72.44(g) also issued under Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act secs. 142(b) and 148(c), (d) 
(42 U.S.C. 10162(b), 10168(c), (d)). 

Section 72.46 also issued under Atomic 
Energy Act sec. 189 (42 U.S.C. 2239); Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act sec. 134 (42 U.S.C. 10154). 

Section 72.96(d) also issued under Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act sec. 145(g) (42 U.S.C. 
10165(g)). 

Subpart J also issued under Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act secs. 117(a), 141(h) (42 U.S.C. 
10137(a), 10161(h)). 

Subpart K also issued under sec. 218(a) (42 
U.S.C. 10198). 


w 2. In § 72.214, Certificate of 
Compliance No. 1032 is revised to read 
as follows: 


§ 72.214 List of approved spent fuel 
storage casks. 
* * * * * 

Certificate Number: 1032. 

Initial Certificate Effective Date: June 
13, 2011. 

Amendment Number 1 Effective Date: 
December 17, 2014. 

SAR Submitted by: Holtec 
International, Inc. 

SAR Title: Final Safety Analysis 
Report for the HI-STORM FW System. 

Docket Number: 72-1032. 

Certificate Expiration Date: June 12, 
2031. 

Model Number: HI-STORM FW 
MPC-37, MPC-89. 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 18th day 
of September, 2014. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Mark A. Satorius, 
Executive Director for Operations. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23633 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P 
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NATIONAL CREDIT UNION 
ADMINISTRATION 


12 CFR Parts 701, 706, and 790 


RIN 3133-AE42 


Unfair or Deceptive Acts or Practices; 
Technical Amendments 


AGENCY: National Credit Union 
Administration (NCUA). 


ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: The Dodd-Frank Wall Street 
Reform and Consumer Protection Act 
(Dodd-Frank Act) repealed NCUA’s 
rulemaking authority under the Federal 
Trade Commission Act (FTC Act). As a 
result, the NCUA Board (Board) is now 
repealing NCUA’s regulations governing 
unfair or deceptive acts or practices. 
The Board is also making a number of 
technical amendments to other NCUA 
regulations to conform them to the 
agency’s current central and field office 
structures. Additionally, the Board is 
amending NCUA’s payday alternative 
loans regulation to replace all references 
to ‘short-term, small amount loans” and 
“STS loans” with corresponding 
references to ‘‘payday alternative loans” 
and “PAL loans.” The latter terms more 
accurately reflect the nature and 
purpose of this loan product. 


DATES: This final rule is effective on 
October 3, 2014. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Frank Kressman, Associate General 
Counsel, Office of General Counsel, at 
1775 Duke Street, Alexandria, VA 22314 
or telephone: (703) 518-6540. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I]. Background and Purpose of the Final Rule 
II. Regulatory Amendments 
III. Regulatory Procedures 


I. Background and Purpose of the Final 
Rule 


Why is the NCUA Board issuing this 
rule? 


Part 706 


In 2010, President Obama signed into 
law the Dodd-Frank Act (Pub. L. 111- 
203, 124 Stat. 1376 (2010)). The Dodd- 
Frank Act substantially changed the 
federal legal framework with respect to 
consumer financial protection 
regulation. Among the many changes, 
section 1092 of the Dodd-Frank Act 
repealed NCUA’s rulemaking authority 
under the FTC Act.’ As a result, the 
Board is repealing NCUA’s rules under 


115 U.S.C. 57a(f) as amended by the Dodd-Frank 
Act. 





part 706, titled ‘““Unfair or Deceptive 
Acts or Practices.” 

Despite the repeal of part 706, NCUA 
still has supervisory and enforcement 
authority regarding unfair or deceptive 
acts or practices,* which could include 
the practices previously addressed in 
part 706. NCUA may determine that 
statutory violations exist if federal credit 
unions engage in acts or practices that 
are prohibited by the Dodd-Frank Act or 
the FTC Act. Such prohibited acts or 
practices may include, but are not 
limited to: 

e Including confessions of judgment, 
waivers of exemptions, wage 
assignments, or security interests on 
household goods in consumer contracts; 

e Misrepresenting the nature or 
extent of cosigner liability; and 

e Pyramiding late fees. 


Agency Structure 


In November 2013, the Board 
approved a restructuring of NCUA’s 
central office. This restructuring 
consisted of transferring certain 
functions from one office to another and 
establishing the Office of Continuity and 
Security Management (OCSM). OCSM 
performs all security-related functions 
that were formerly the responsibility of 
several different offices. The core 
functions of OCSM are national 
continuity programs, emergency 
management and physical security, 
personnel security, and intelligence and 
information security. As a result of this 
and other organizational changes 
described in section II, the Board is 
making a number of conforming 
technical amendments to NCUA’s 
regulations. 


Payday Alternative Loans 


In September 2010, the Board 
amended its general lending regulation 
to enable federal credit unions (FCUs) to 
offer payday alternative loans (PAL 
loans). PAL loans serve as a viable 
alternative to predatory payday loans 
and can help members break free of 
their dependency on high-cost 
predatory payday loans. The Board 
encourages FCUs to make PAL loans 
available for their members who need 
them, provided they are offered in a safe 
and sound manner. To be more readily 
understood, NCUA is amending the 
current terminology used to describe 
this type of loan. Specifically, § 701.21 
currently refers to these loans as “short- 
term, small amount loans” or “STS 


NCUA has authority to enforce section 5 of the 
FTC Act (15 U.S.C. 45), and sections 1031 and 1036 
of the Dodd-Frank Act (12 U.S.C. 5531 and 5536), 
under the Federal Credit Union Act. See 12 U.S.C. 
1786(e) and 1786(k)(2). 

375 FR 58285 (Sept. 24, 2010). 


loans.”’ The Board believes that 
replacing that terminology with 
“payday alternative loans” or “PAL 
loans” more accurately reflects the 
nature and purpose of this loan product. 
The updated terminology also is more 
consistent with the way NCUA and 
some industry stakeholders currently 
refer to this loan product. This 
important loan product deserves 
nomenclature that more precisely 
describes its function and is more 
readily understood. 


II. Regulatory Amendments 


1. Part 706—Unfair or Deceptive Acts or 
Practices 


As discussed above, in response to 
changes made by the Dodd-Frank Act, 
this final rule repeals 12 CFR part 706. 


2. Part 790—Changes to NCUA’s Central 
and Field Office Structure 


As discussed above, the Board is 
amending part 790 of NCUA’s 
regulations to conform it to NCUA’s 
current central and field office 
structures. 





Office of Continuity and Security 
Management 

The Office of Continuity and Security 
Management (OCSM), created in 
November 2013, began operating in 
January 2014. It was created to aggregate 
all of the agency’s security-related 
functions into one office. The primary 
consolidated functions are continuity of 
operations planning, physical security, 
and personnel security. Also, NCUA put 
in place an additional security function 
to address national security issues 
affecting the financial services industry. 
All federal agencies are required to 
comply with various statutes and 
Executive Orders related to the 
safeguarding of national assets. Through 
OCSM, NCUA will be able to more 
efficiently respond to these federal 
mandates and conduct its security- 
related functions. 

The final rule amends Part 790 to add 
a new paragraph describing OCSM and 
its functions. 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

The final rule amends the description 
of the Office of Chief Financial Officer 
to add strategic planning as one of its 
duties. NCUA shifted this duty from 
another office to better utilize staffing 
resources. 


Office of Consumer Protection 


The final rule amends the description 
of the Office of Consumer Protection 
(OCP) to reflect that the office now has 
four divisions. The Board added two 
divisions within OCP to more efficiently 
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balance and structure the office’s 
workload. In addition, NCUA deleted 
the duties of the Ombudsman from 
OCP’s description. The Executive 
Director’s office now supervises the 
Ombudsman. 


Office of the Executive Director 


The Board established the 
Ombudsman position in April 1995, as 
required by the Riegle Community 
Development and Regulatory 
Improvement Act of 1994. The 
Ombudsman operates as an objective 
third party to resolve disputes that 
cannot be resolved at the operational 
level. In 2013, the Board elevated the 
position of the Ombudsman to the 
Executive Director’s office. It is 
supervised by the Executive Director’s 
office and reports directly to the Board. 
Previously, OCP oversaw the 
Ombudsman’s duties, and the 
Ombudsman reported to the Director of 
OCP. 


Regional Offices 


NCUA realigned its regional offices 
effective January 1, 2014. This was 
designed to create geographically 
compact districts that balance workload, 
improve efficiency, and reduce travel 
costs. In addition, the new regional 
structure coincides with other changes 
to strengthen NCUA’s supervision, such 
as the creation of the Office of National 
Examinations and Supervision. Each 
NCUA region now has approximately an 
equal number of examiners, in addition 
to supervision, special actions, and 
support personnel. 

The Board is updating the table in 
§ 790.2(c)(1)(i), indicating the states that 
each region is responsible for 
supervising. Nine states have been 
transferred among the NCUA regional 
offices for the reasons noted above.* The 
changes are as follows: 

e Wisconsin is in Region |]; 

e Ohio is in Region I]; 

e Arkansas and Louisiana are in 
Region III; 

e Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, 
and Wyoming are in Region IV and 

e California is in Region V. 

Lastly, the territory of American 
Samoa is no longer listed in 
§ 790.2(c)(1)(i) as NCUA no longer 
supervises any credit unions in that 
jurisdiction. 


3. Part 701—Payday Alternative Loans 
As discussed above, the Board is 


amending NCUA’s payday alternative 
loans regulation to replace the terms 


4 http://www.ncua.gov/about/Leadership/Pages/ 
field-program-offices.aspx. This map shows the 
current regional alignment. 





“short-term, small amount loans” and 
“STS loans” with the terms “payday 
alternative loans’ and ‘‘PAL loans” to 
more accurately reflect the nature and 
purpose of this loan product and to 
make it more readily understood. 


III. Regulatory Procedures 
Regulatory Flexibility Act 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act 
requires NCUA to prepare an analysis to 
describe any significant economic 
impact a rule may have on a substantial 
number of small entities (primarily 
those under $50 million in assets).5 This 
final rule only makes non-substantive, 
technical changes. NCUA certifies that 
these technical amendments will not 
have a significant economic impact on 
a substantial number of small credit 
unions. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 


The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(PRA) applies to rulemakings in which 
an agency by rule creates a new 
paperwork burden on regulated entities 
or modifies an existing burden.® For 
purposes of the PRA, a paperwork 
burden may take the form of either a 
reporting or a recordkeeping 
requirement, both referred to as 
information collections. NCUA has 
determined that the technical 
amendments in this final rule do not 
increase the paperwork requirements 
under PRA or regulations of the Office 
of Management and Budget. 


Executive Order 13132 


Executive Order 13132 encourages 
independent regulatory agencies to 
consider the impact of their actions on 
state and local interests. NCUA, an 
independent regulatory agency as 
defined in 44 U.S.C. 3502(5), voluntarily 
complies with the executive order to 
adhere to fundamental federalism 
principles. This final rule will not have 
a substantial direct effect on the states, 
on the relationship between the national 
government and the states, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. NCUA has 
determined that this final rule does not 
constitute a policy that has federalism 
implications for purposes of the 
executive order. 


Assessment of Federal Regulations and 
Policies on Families 


NCUA has determined that this final 
rule will not affect family well-being 
within the meaning of Section 654 of 


55 U.S.C. 603(a). 


644 U.S.C. 3507(d); 5 CFR part 1320. 


the Treasury and General Government 
Appropriations Act, 1999.7 


Small Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act 


The Small Business Regulatory 
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 ® 
(SBREFA) provides generally for 
congressional review of agency rules. A 
reporting requirement is triggered in 
instances where NCUA issues a final 
rule as defined by Section 551 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (APA).° 
NCUA has submitted this rule to the 
Office of Management and Budget for it 
to determine if the final rule is a ‘“‘major 
rule’’ for purposes of SBREFA. NCUA 
does not believe the rule is major. 


Final Rule 


Generally, the APA requires a federal 
agency to provide the public with notice 
and the opportunity to comment on 
agency rulemakings. The amendments 
in this rule are non-substantive and 
technical, or involve only matters 
relating to management and personnel 
and are exempt from APA notice and 
comment requirements.!° They reflect 
changes to NCUA’s organizational 
structure, remove duplicative and 
imprecise language, make minor 
changes updating cross citations, and 
make minor changes which are 
statutorily required by the Dodd-Frank 
Act. The APA permits an agency to 
forego the notice and comment period 
under certain circumstances, such as 
when a rulemaking is technical and 
non-substantive. NCUA finds that, in 
this instance, notice and public 
comment are unnecessary under section 
553(b)(3)(B) of the APA.1! NCUA also 
finds good cause to dispense with the 
30-day delayed effective date 
requirement under section 553(d)(3) of 
the APA.12 The rule, therefore, will be 
effective immediately upon publication. 


List of Subjects 


12 CFR Part 701 


Credit, Credit unions, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements. 


12 CFR Part 706 


Consumer protection, Credit, Credit 
unions, Deception, Intergovernmental 
relations, Trade practices, Unfairness. 


12 CFR Part 790 


Organization and functions 
(Government agencies). 


7Public Law 105-277, 112 Stat. 2681 (1998). 


8Public Law 104-121, 110 Stat. 857 (1996). 
95: U.S.C. 554. 

105 U.S.C. 553(a)(2) and 553(b)(3)(B). 

115 U.S.C. 553(b)(3)(B). 

125 U.S.C. 553(d)(3). 
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By the National Credit Union 
Administration Board on September 18, 
2014. 

Gerard Poliquin, 
Secretary of the Board. 


For the reasons discussed above, the 
NCUA Board amends 12 CFR parts 701, 
706, and 790 as follows: 


PART 701—ORGANIZATION AND 
OPERATION OF FEDERAL CREDIT 
UNIONS 


w 1. The authority citation for part 701 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 12 U.S.C. 1752(5), 1755, 1756, 
1757, 1758, 1759, 1761a, 1761b, 1766, 1767, 
1782, 1784, 1786, 1787, 1789. Section 701.31 
is also authorized by 15 U.S.C. 1601, et seq., 
42 U.S.C. 1981 and 3601-3610. Section 
701.35 is also authorized by 12 U.S.C. 4311- 
4312. 
mw 2. Amend § 701.21(c)(7)(iii) as 
follows: 

w a. Remove the words “Short-term, 
small amount” wherever they appear 
and add, in their place, the words 
“Payday alternative”’. 

a b. Remove the words “‘short-term, 
small amount” wherever they appear 
and add, in their place, the words 
“payday alternative”’. 

mc. Remove the words “‘an STS” 
wherever they appear and add, in their 
place, the words “‘a PAL”, 

w d. Remove the term “STS” wherever 
it appears and add, in its place, the term 
“PAL”. 


PART 706—[REMOVED] 


w 3. Under the authority of 12 U.S.C. 
1751 et seq., part 706 is removed and 
reserved. 


PART 790—DESCRIPTION OF NCUA; 
REQUESTS FOR AGENCY ACTION 


w 4. The authority citation for part 790 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 12 U.S.C. 1766, 1789, 1795f. 


mw 5. Amend § 790.2 by: 
w a. Revising paragraphs (b)(4), (b)(6), 
and (b)(15); 


lina, Tennessee, Virgin Islands. 





kota, Texas, Wyoming. 


Area within region 


Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, 
New York, Rhode Island, Vermont, Wisconsin. 

Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia. 

Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Lou- 
isiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Puerto Rico, South Caro- 


Colorado, Illinois, lowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, 
Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Da- 


m b. Adding paragraph (b)(17); and 
mc. Revising paragraph (c)(1)(i). 

The revisions and addition read as 
follows: 


§ 790.2 Central and field office 
organization. 
* * * * * 

(b)* * * 

(4) The Office of the Chief Financial 
Officer. NCUA’s Chief Financial Officer 
plans, organizes, implements, directs, 
and provides overall direction and 
leadership for: 

(i) Agency-wide strategic planning, 
budget formulation, and performance 
reporting; 

(ii) The agency’s financial 
management system and financial 
reporting functions; 

(iii) Procurement and facilities 
management to include various 
administrative responsibilities such as 
property management, mail services, 
graphics support, supply management, 
printing, and publications management; 
and 

(iv) Managing the operations of the 
Operating and Insurance Funds, 
including payroll, travel policies, 
revenue assessment, and dividend 
distributions. 

* * * * * 

(6) Office of the Executive Director. 
The Executive Director reports to the 
entire NCUA Board. The Executive 
Director translates NCUA Board policy 
decisions into workable programs, 
delegates responsibility for these 
programs to appropriate staff members, 
and coordinates the activities of the 
senior executive staff, which includes: 
the General Counsel; the Regional 
Directors; and the Office Directors for 
Chief Financial Officer, Examination 
and Insurance, Human Resources, Chief 
Information Officer, and Public and 
Congressional Affairs. Because of the 
nature of the attorney/client 
relationship between the Board and 
General Counsel, the General Counsel 
may be directed by the Board not to 
disclose discussions and/or assignments 
with anyone, including the Executive 


8490. 








Director. The Executive Director is 
otherwise to be privy to all matters 
within senior executive staff's 
responsibility. The Executive Director 
also serves as the agency’s Director of 
Equal Employment Opportunity. The 
Office of the Executive Director also 
supervises the agency’s ombudsman. 
The ombudsman investigates 
complaints and recommends solutions 
on regulatory issues that cannot be 
resolved at the regional level. 


* * * * * 


(15) Office of Consumer Protection. (i) 
The Office of Consumer Protection 
contains four divisions: 

(A) The Division of Consumer 
Compliance Policy and Outreach; 

(B) The Division of Consumer Affairs; 

(C) The Division of Consumer Access; 
and 

(D) The Division of Consumer Access- 
South. 

(ii) The office provides consumer 
services, including consumer education 
and complaint resolution; establishes, 
consolidates, and coordinates consumer 
protections within the agency; acts as 
the central liaison on consumer 
protection with other federal agencies; 
and nationalizes field of membership 


processing and chartering activities. 
* * * * * 


(17) The Office of Continuity and 
Security Management. The Director of 
the Office of Continuity and Security 
Management is responsible for NCUA’s 
emergency preparedness and for 
coordinating the response to natural 
disasters or national security events; for 
timely dissemination of information on 
cyber threats, terrorism, foreign criminal 
activity, and other national security 
threats to the agency or to the credit 
union sector; and for conducting risk 
assessments and managing executive 
branch programs to protect NCUA 
personnel and facilities, and to 
safeguard classified national security 
information. 

(c) xk k 

(1) Regional Offices. (i) The NCUA 
has five Regional Offices: 


Office address 


9 Washington Square, Washington Avenue Extension, Albany, 
NY 12205-5512. 
1900 Duke St., Suite 300, Alexandria, VA 22314-3498. 


7000 Central Parkway, Suite 1600, Atlanta, GA 30328-4598. 


4807 Spicewood Springs Road, Suite 5200, Austin, TX 78759- 
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egon, Utah, Washington. 


[FR Doc. 2014—22715 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7535-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. FAA—2013-1067; Directorate 
Identifier 2013-NM-164—-AD; Amendment 
39-17982; AD 2014-20-09] 


RIN 2120-AA64 


Airworthiness Directives; Bombardier, 
Inc. Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Department of 
Transportation (DOT). 

ACTION: Final rule. 


SUMMARY: We are adopting a new 
airworthiness directive (AD) for certain 
Bombardier, Inc. Model DHC-8—400 
series airplanes. This AD was prompted 
by reports of missing clamps that are 
required to provide positive separation 
between the alternating current (AC) 
feeder cables and the hydraulic line of 
the landing gear alternate extension. 
This AD requires an inspection for 
missing clamps that are required to 
provide positive separation between the 
AC feeder cables and the hydraulic line 
of the landing gear alternate extension, 
and related investigative and corrective 
actions if necessary. We are issuing this 
AD to detect and correct chafing of the 
AC feeder cable. A chafed and arcing 
AC feeder cable could puncture the 
adjacent hydraulic line, which, in 
combination with the use of the 
alternate extension system, could result 
in an in-flight fire. 

DATES: This AD becomes effective 
November 7, 2014. 

The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
of a certain publication listed in this AD 
as of November 7, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: You may examine the AD 
docket on the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov/ 
#!docketDetail;D=FAA-2013-1067 or in 
person at the Docket Management 
Facility, U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Docket Operations, M— 
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room 
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., 
Washington, DC. 


Alaska, Arizona, California, Guam, Hawaii, Idaho, Nevada, Or- 





For service information identified in 
this AD, contact Bombardier, Inc., Q- 
Series Technical Help Desk, 123 Garratt 
Boulevard, Toronto, Ontario M3K 1Y5, 
Canada; telephone 416-375-4000; fax 
416-375-4539; email thd.qseries@ 
aero.bombardier.com; Internet http:// 
www.bombardier.com. You may view 
this referenced service information at 
the FAA, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue SW., 
Renton, WA. For information on the 
availability of this material at the FAA, 
call 425-227-1221. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Assata Dessaline, Aerospace Engineer, 
Avionics and Service Branch, ANE-172, 
FAA, New York Aircraft Certification 
Office, 1600 Stewart Avenue, Suite 410, 
Westbury, NY 11590; telephone 516- 
228-7301; fax 516-794-5531. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Discussion 


We issued a notice of proposed 
rulemaking (NPRM) to amend 14 CFR 
part 39 by adding an AD that would 
apply to certain Bombardier, Inc. Model 
DHC-8-400 series airplanes. The NPRM 
published in the Federal Register on 
December 30, 2013 (78 FR 79338). 

Transport Canada Civil Aviation 
(TCCA), which is the aviation authority 
for Canada, has issued Canadian 
Airworthiness Directive CF—2013-16, 
dated June 14, 2013 (referred to after 
this as the Mandatory Continuing 
Airworthiness Information, or ‘‘the 
MCAI”’), to correct an unsafe condition 
for the specified products. The MCAI 
states: 


During production checks, it was found 
that the appropriate clamps required to 
provide positive separation between the AC 
feeder cables and the hydraulic line of the 
landing gear alternate extension were 
omitted. The AC feeder cable could sag and 
be in direct contact with the swage fitting of 
the landing gear alternate extension 
hydraulic line, resulting in chafing of the AC 
feeder cable. The chafed and arcing AC 
feeder cable could puncture the adjacent 
hydraulic line. In combination with the use 
of the alternate extension system, this could 
result in an in-flight fire. 

This [Canadian] AD mandates the [general 
visual] inspection [for missing clamps], and 
rectification [related investigative and 
corrective actions] as necessary, for proper 
clamp installation. 


The related investigative action is a 
general visual inspection of the AC 
power feeder cables and the hydraulic 


1230 W. Washington Street, Suite 301, Tempe, AZ 85281. 





Office address 





line for damage due to chafing. The 
corrective actions include repair of 
chafed parts, and replacement of 
missing clamps. You may examine the 
MCAT in the AD docket on the Internet 
at http://www.regulations.gov/ 
#!documentDetail;D=FAA-2013-1067- 
0002. 


Comment 


We gave the public the opportunity to 
participate in developing this AD. We 
have considered the comment received. 
The following presents the comment 
received on the NPRM (78 FR 79338, 
December 30, 2013) and the FAA’s 
response to the comment. 


Request To Remove Certain Service 
Information Procedures 


Horizon Air requested that we change 
the language in paragraph (g) of the 
NPRM (78 FR 79338, December 30, 
2013) from mandating the 
Accomplishment Instructions in 
Bombardier Service Bulletin 84-24-53, 
Revision A, dated May 16, 2013, to 
mandating only the section of 
Bombardier Service Bulletin 84-24-53, 
Revision A, dated May 16, 2013, that 
corrects the unsafe condition. Horizon 
Air stated that the Accomplishment 
Instructions, Part A, ‘Job Set-up,” and 
Part C, “Close Out,” have nothing to do 
with correcting the unsafe condition. 
Horizon Air expressed that mandating 
operators to perform these sections adds 
an unnecessary regulatory requirement 
because operators must have the 
airplane in a specific condition, and 
keep it in that condition, while 
performing the corrective action. 
Horizon Air also stated that, if the FAA 
keeps the requirements of job setup and 
job close-out, it forces an operator to 
request an alternative method of 
compliance (AMOC) if it chooses to 
deviate from the work-steps. Horizon 
Air provided its cost estimate of 
obtaining an AMOC. 

In this case, we agree with the 
commenter’s request to exclude the ‘‘Job 
Set-up” and “Close Out”’ sections of 
Bombardier Service Bulletin 84-24-53, 
Revision A, dated May 16, 2013. We 
have revised paragraph (g) of this AD to 
require accomplishment of paragraph 
3.B., “Procedure,” of the 
Accomplishment Instructions of 
Bombardier Service Bulletin 84-24-53, 
Revision A, dated May 16, 2013. 
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“Contacting the Manufacturer” 
Paragraph in This AD 


Since late 2006, we have included a 
standard paragraph titled “Airworthy 
Product” in all MCAI ADs in which the 
FAA develops an AD based on a foreign 
authority’s AD. 

The MCAI or referenced service 
information in an FAA AD often directs 
the owner/operator to contact the 
manufacturer for corrective actions, 
such as a repair. Briefly, the Airworthy 
Product paragraph allowed owners/ 
operators to use corrective actions 
provided by the manufacturer if those 
actions were FAA-approved. In 
addition, the paragraph stated that any 
actions approved by the State of Design 
Authority (or its delegated agent) are 
considered to be FAA-approved. 

In the NPRM (78 FR 79338, December 
30, 2013), we proposed to prevent the 
use of repairs that were not specifically 
developed to correct the unsafe 
condition, by requiring that the repair 
approval provided by the State of 
Design Authority or its delegated agent 
specifically refer to this FAA AD. This 
change was intended to clarify the 
method of compliance and to provide 
operators with better visibility of repairs 
that are specifically developed and 
approved to correct the unsafe 
condition. In addition, we proposed to 
change the phrase “‘its delegated agent”’ 
to include a design approval holder 
(DAH) with State of Design Authority 
design organization approval (DOA), as 
applicable, to refer to a DAH authorized 
to approve required repairs for the 
proposed AD. 

No comments were provided to the 
NPRM (78 FR 79338, December 30, 
2013) about these proposed changes. 
However, a comment was provided for 
another NPRM, Directorate Identifier 
2012—NM-101—AD (78 FR 78285, 
December 26, 2013), in which the 
commenter stated the following: ‘“The 
proposed wording, being specific to 
repairs, eliminates the interpretation 
that Airbus messages are acceptable for 
approving minor deviations (corrective 
actions) needed during accomplishment 
of an AD mandated Airbus service 
bulletin.” 

This comment has made the FAA 
aware that some operators have 
misunderstood or misinterpreted the 
Airworthy Product paragraph to allow 
the owner/operator to use messages 
provided by the manufacturer as 
approval of deviations during the 
accomplishment of an AD-mandated 
action. The Airworthy Product 
paragraph does not approve messages or 
other information provided by the 
manufacturer for deviations to the 


requirements of the AD-mandated 
actions. The Airworthy Product 
paragraph only addresses the 
requirement to contact the manufacturer 
for corrective actions for the identified 
unsafe condition and does not cover 
deviations from other AD requirements. 
However, deviations to AD-required 
actions are addressed in 14 CFR 39.17, 
and anyone may request the approval 
for an alternative method of compliance 
to the AD-required actions using the 
procedures found in 14 CFR 39.19. 

To address this misunderstanding and 
misinterpretation of the Airworthy 
Product paragraph, we have changed 
that paragraph and retitled it 
“Contacting the Manufacturer.” This 
paragraph now clarifies that for any 
requirement in this AD to obtain 
corrective actions from a manufacturer, 
the action must be accomplished using 
a method approved by the FAA, TCCA, 
or Bombardier’s TCCA Design Approval 
Organization (DAO). Where necessary 
throughout this AD, we also replaced 
any reference to approvals of corrective 
actions with a reference to the 
Contacting the Manufacturer paragraph. 

The Contacting the Manufacturer 
paragraph also clarifies that, if approved 
by the DAO, the approval must include 
the DAO-authorized signature. The DAO 
signature indicates that the data and 
information contained in the document 
are TCCA-approved, which is also FAA- 
approved. Messages and other 
information provided by the 
manufacturer that do not contain the 
DAO-authorized signature approval are 
not TCCA-approved, unless TCCA 
directly approves the manufacturer’s 
message or other information. 

This clarification does not remove 
flexibility previously afforded by the 
Airworthy Product paragraph. 
Consistent with long-standing FAA 
policy, such flexibility was never 
intended for required actions. This is 
also consistent with the 
recommendation of the Airworthiness 
Directive Implementation Aviation 
Rulemaking Committee to increase 
flexibility in complying with ADs by 
identifying those actions in 
manufacturers’ service instructions that 
are ‘Required for Compliance”’ with 
ADs. We continue to work with 
manufacturers to implement this 
recommendation. But once we 
determine that an action is required, any 
deviation from the requirement must be 
approved as an alternative method of 
compliance. 

Other commenters to the NPRM 
discussed previously, Directorate 
Identifier 2012—-NM—101—AD (78 FR 
78285, December 26, 2013), pointed out 
that in many cases the foreign 


manufacturer’s service bulletin and the 
foreign authority’s MCAI might have 
been issued some time before the FAA 
AD. Therefore, the DOA might have 
provided U.S. operators with an 
approved repair, developed with full 
awareness of the unsafe condition, 
before the FAA AD is issued. Under 
these circumstances, to comply with the 
FAA AD, the operator would be 
required to go back to the 
manufacturer’s DOA and obtain a new 
approval document, adding time and 
expense to the compliance process with 
no safety benefit. 

Based on these comments, we 
removed the requirement that the DAH- 
provided repair specifically refer to this 
AD. Before adopting such a 
requirement, the FAA will coordinate 
with affected DAHs and verify they are 
prepared to implement means to ensure 
that their repair approvals consider the 
unsafe condition addressed in this AD. 
Any such requirements will be adopted 
through the normal AD rulemaking 
process, including notice-and-comment 
procedures, when appropriate. We also 
have decided not to include a generic 
reference to either the “delegated agent” 
or “DAH with State of Design Authority 
design organization approval,” but 
instead we have provided the specific 
delegation approval granted by the State 
of Design Authority for the DAH. 


Conclusion 


We reviewed the relevant data, 
considered the comment received, and 
determined that air safety and the 
public interest require adopting this AD 
with the changes described previously 
and minor editorial changes. We have 
determined that these minor changes: 

e Are consistent with the intent that 
was proposed in the NPRM (78 FR 
79338, December 30, 2013) for 
correcting the unsafe condition; and 

¢ Do not add any additional burden 
upon the public than was already 
proposed in the NPRM (78 FR 79338, 
December 30, 2013). 

We also determined that these 
changes will not increase the economic 
burden on any operator or increase the 
scope of this AD. 


Costs of Compliance 


We estimate that this AD affects 78 
airplanes of U.S. registry. 

We also estimate that it would take 
about 2 work-hours per product to 
comply with the basic requirements of 
this AD. The average labor rate is $85 
per work-hour. Based on these figures, 
we estimate the cost of this AD on U.S. 
operators to be $13,260, or $170 per 
product. 
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In addition, we estimate that any 
necessary follow-on actions would take 
about 2 work-hours and require parts 
costing $11, for a cost of $181 per 
product. We have received no definitive 
data that would enable us to provide 
cost estimates for the on-condition 
repair of the AC power feeder cables 
and hydraulic lines specified in this AD. 
We have no way of determining the 
number of aircraft that might need these 
actions. 


Authority for This Rulemaking 


Title 49 of the United States Code 
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue 
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle 1, 
section 106, describes the authority of 
the FAA Administrator. “Subtitle VII: 
Aviation Programs,” describes in more 
detail the scope of the Agency’s 
authority. 

We are issuing this rulemaking under 
the authority described in ‘‘Subtitle VII, 
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701: 
General requirements.” Under that 
section, Congress charges the FAA with 
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in 
air commerce by prescribing regulations 
for practices, methods, and procedures 
the Administrator finds necessary for 
safety in air commerce. This regulation 
is within the scope of that authority 
because it addresses an unsafe condition 
that is likely to exist or develop on 
products identified in this rulemaking 
action. 

Regulatory Findings 

We determined that this AD will not 
have federalism implications under 
Executive Order 13132. This AD will 
not have a substantial direct effect on 
the States, on the relationship between 
the national government and the States, 
or on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. 

For the reasons discussed above, I 
certify that this AD: 

1. Is not a “‘significant regulatory 
action” under Executive Order 12866; 

2. Is not a “‘significant rule’ under the 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979); 

3. Will not affect intrastate aviation in 
Alaska; and 

4, Will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. 


Examining the AD Docket 


You may examine the AD docket on 
the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov/ 
#!docketDetail;D=FAA-2013-1067; or in 
person at the Docket Management 


Facility between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, except Federal 
holidays. The AD docket contains this 
AD, the regulatory evaluation, any 
comments received, and other 
information. The street address for the 
Docket Operations office (telephone 
800-647-5527) is in the ADDRESSES 
section. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 


Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety, Incorporation by reference, 
Safety. 


Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, under the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the FAA amends 14 CFR part 39 as 


follows: 


PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 


w 1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701. 
§39.13 [Amended] 


mw 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding 

the following new airworthiness 

directive (AD): 

2014-20-09 Bombardier, Inc.: Amendment 
39-17982. Docket No. FAA—2013-1067; 


Directorate Identifier 2013-NM-—164—AD. 


(a) Effective Date 


This AD becomes effective November 7, 
2014. 


(b) Affected ADs 
None. 


(c) Applicability 

This AD applies to Bombardier, Inc. Model 
DHC-8-400, -401, and —402 airplanes, 
certificated in any category, serial numbers 
4001 through 4347 inclusive. 


(d) Subject 


Air Transport Association (ATA) of 
America Code 24, Electrical power. 


(e) Reason 


This AD was prompted by reports of 
missing clamps that are required to provide 
positive separation between the alternating 
current (AC) feeder cables and the hydraulic 
line of the landing gear alternate extension. 
We are issuing this AD to detect and correct 
chafing of the AC feeder cable. A chafed and 
arcing AC feeder cable could puncture the 
adjacent hydraulic line, which, in 
combination with the use of the alternate 
extension system, could result in an in-flight 
fire. 


(f) Compliance 


Comply with this AD within the 
compliance times specified, unless already 
done. 


(g) Clamp Inspection, Related Investigative 
Actions, and Corrective Actions 


Within 6,000 flight hours or 36 months 
after the effective date of this AD, whichever 
occurs earlier: Do a general visual inspection 
for installation of clamps between the AC 
feeder cables and hydraulic line; and do all 
applicable related investigative and 
corrective actions; in accordance with 
paragraph 3.B., ‘‘Procedure,’’ of the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Bombardier 
Service Bulletin 84-24-53, Revision A, dated 
May 16, 2013. Do all applicable related 
investigative and corrective actions before 
further flight. 


(h) Credit for Previous Actions 

This paragraph provides credit for actions 
required by paragraph (g) of this AD, if those 
actions were performed before the effective 
date of this AD using Bombardier Service 
Bulletin 84-24-53, dated May 11, 2012. 


(i) Other FAA AD Provisions 


The following provisions also apply to this 
AD: 

(1) Alternative Methods of Compliance 
(AMOCs): The Manager, New York Aircraft 
Certification Office (ACO), ANE-170, FAA, 
has the authority to approve AMOCs for this 
AD, if requested using the procedures found 
in 14 CFR 39.19. In accordance with 14 CFR 
39.19, send your request to your principal 
inspector or local Flight Standards District 
Office, as appropriate. If sending information 
directly to the ACO, send it to ATTN: 
Program Manager, Continuing Operational 
Safety, FAA, New York ACO, 1600 Stewart 
Avenue, Suite 410, Westbury, NY 11590; 
telephone 516-228-7300; fax 516-794-5531. 
Before using any approved AMOC, notify 
your appropriate principal inspector, or 
lacking a principal inspector, the manager of 
the local flight standards district office/ 
certificate holding district office. The AMOC 
approval letter must specifically reference 
this AD. 

(2) Contacting the Manufacturer: For any 
requirement in this AD to obtain corrective 
actions from a manufacturer, the action must 
be accomplished using a method approved 
by the Manager, New York ACO, ANE-170, 
Engine and Propeller Directorate, FAA; or 
Transport Canada Civil Aviation (TCCA); or 
Bombardier, Inc.’s TCCA Design Approval 
Organization (DAO). If approved by the DAO, 
the approval must include the DAO- 
authorized signature. 


(j) Related Information 


(1) Refer to Mandatory Continuing 
Airworthiness Information (MCAI) Canadian 
Airworthiness Directive CF—2013-16, dated 
June 14, 2013, for related information. This 
MCAI may be found in the AD docket on the 
Internet at http://www.regulations.gov/ 
#!documentDetail;D=FAA-2013-1067-0002. 

(2) Service information identified in this 
AD that is not incorporated by reference is 
available at the addresses specified in 
paragraphs (k)(3) and (k)(4) of this AD. 


(k) Material Incorporated by Reference 


(1) The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
(IBR) of the service information listed in this 
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paragraph under 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR 
part 51. 

(2) You must use this service information 
as applicable to do the actions required by 
this AD, unless this AD specifies otherwise. 

(i) Bombardier Service Bulletin 84—24—-53, 
Revision A, dated May 16, 2013. 

(ii) Reserved. 

(3) For service information identified in 
this AD, contact Bombardier, Inc., Q-Series 
Technical Help Desk, 123 Garratt Boulevard, 
Toronto, Ontario M3K 1Y5, Canada; 
telephone 416-375-4000; fax 416-375-4539; 
email thd.qseries@aero.bombardier.com; 
Internet http://www.bombardier.com. 

(4) You may view this service information 
at the FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate, 
1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA. For 
information on the availability of this 
material at the FAA, call 425-227-1221. 

(5) You may view this service information 
that is incorporated by reference at the 
National Archives and Records 
Administration (NARA). For information on 
the availability of this material at NARA, call 
202-741-6030, or go to: http:// 
www.archives.gov/federal-register/cfr/ibr- 
locations.html. 


Issued in Renton, Washington, on 
September 23, 2014. 
Dionne Palermo, 


Acting Manager, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23429 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P 





DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. FAA-2014-0283; Directorate 
Identifier 2012—-NM-183-—AD; Amendment 
39-17980; AD 2014-20-07] 


RIN 2120—AA64 
Airworthiness Directives; the Boeing 
Company Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: We are superseding 
Airworthiness Directive (AD) 2010—03-— 
05 for all the Boeing Company Model 
747-200C and —200F series airplanes. 
AD 2010-03-05 required, for the upper 
chords of the upper deck floor beam of 
section 41, an inspection for cracking of 
certain fastener holes, and corrective 
action if necessary; and repetitive 
replacements of the upper chords, straps 
(or angles), and radius fillers of certain 
upper deck floor beams and, for any 
replacement that is done, inspections 
for cracking, and corrective actions if 
necessary. This new AD adds repetitive 
inspections of the upper chords of the 
upper deck floor beam of Section 42, 


repetitive replacements of the upper 
chords, post-replacement inspections, 
and corrective actions if necessary. This 
new AD also adds post-replacement 
inspections for section 41 and reduces 
certain compliance times. This AD was 
prompted by a determination that the 
upper deck floor beams are subject to 
widespread fatigue damage (WFD), the 
existing inspection program is not 
sufficient to maintain an acceptable 
level of safety, and the upper chords of 
the upper deck floor beam of section 42 
are subject to the unsafe condition. We 
are issuing this AD to detect and correct 
cracking of the upper chords and straps 
(or angles) of the floor beams, which 
could lead to failure of the floor beams 
and consequent loss of controllability, 
rapid decompression, and loss of 
structural integrity of the airplane. 
DATES: This AD is effective November 7, 
2014. 

The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
of a certain publication listed in this AD 
as of November 7, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: For service information 
identified in this AD, contact Boeing 
Commercial Airplanes, Attention: Data 
& Services Management, P.O. Box 3707, 
MC 2H-65, Seattle, WA 98124-2207; 
telephone 206-544-5000, extension 1; 
fax 206—766—5680; Internet https:// 
www.myboeingfleet.com. You may view 
this referenced service information at 
the FAA, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue SW., 
Renton, WA. For information on the 
availability of this material at the FAA, 
call 425-227-1221. 


Examining the AD Docket 


You may examine the AD docket on 
the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov by searching for 
and locating Docket No. FAA—2014- 
0283; or in person at the Docket 
Management Facility between 9 a.m. 
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. The AD docket 
contains this AD, the regulatory 
evaluation, any comments received, and 
other information. The address for the 
Docket Office (phone: 800-647-5527) is 
Docket Management Facility, U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Docket 
Operations, M—30, West Building 
Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 1200 
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, 
DC 20590. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Roger Caldwell, Aerospace Engineer, 
Technical Operations Center, ANM-— 
100D, FAA, Denver Aircraft 
Certification Office (ACO), 26805 East 
68th Avenue, Room 214, Denver, CO 
80249; phone: 303-342-1086; fax: 303- 





342-1088; email: roger.caldwell@ 
faa.gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Discussion 


We issued a notice of proposed 
rulemaking (NPRM) to amend 14 CFR 
part 39 to supersede AD 2010-03-05, 
Amendment 39-16188 (75 FR 5692, 
February 4, 2010). AD 2010-03-05 
applied to all The Boeing Company 
Model 747-—200C and —200F series 
airplanes. The NPRM published in the 
Federal Register on May 28, 2014 (79 
FR 30486). The NPRM was prompted by 
a determination that the upper deck 
floor beams are subject to WFD, the 
existing inspection program is not 
sufficient to maintain an acceptable 
level of safety, and the upper chords of 
the upper deck floor beams in section 42 
are subject to the identified unsafe 
condition. The NPRM proposed to add 
post-replacement inspections for section 
41 and reduce certain compliance times. 
The NPRM also proposed to add 
repetitive inspections of the upper 
chords of the upper deck floor beams in 
section 42, repetitive replacements of 
the upper chords, post-replacement 
inspections, and corrective action if 
necessary. We are issuing this AD to 
detect and correct cracking of the upper 
chords and straps (or angles) of the floor 
beams, which could lead to failure of 
the floor beams and consequent loss of 
controllability, rapid decompression, 
and loss of structural integrity of the 
airplane. 


Comments 


We gave the public the opportunity to 
participate in developing this AD. We 
have considered the comment received. 
Boeing stated that it concurs with the 
contents of the NPRM (79 FR 30486, 
May 28, 2014). 


Conclusion 


We reviewed the relevant data, 
considered the comment received, and 
determined that air safety and the 
public interest require adopting this AD 
as proposed except for minor editorial 
changes. We have determined that these 
minor changes: 

e Are consistent with the intent that 
was proposed in the NPRM (79 FR 
30486, May 28, 2014) for correcting the 
unsafe condition; and 

e Do not add any additional burden 
upon the public than was already 
proposed in the NPRM (79 FR 30486, 
May 28, 2014). 


Costs of Compliance 


We estimate that this AD affects 25 
airplanes of U.S. registry. 
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We estimate the following costs to 
comply with this AD: 


Action 


Retained inspection and replace- 
ment (AD 2010-03-05, Amend- 
ment 39-16188 (75 FR 5692, 
February 4, 2010)). 

New _ post-replacement 
tions—section 41. 


inspec- 


New inspections, replacement, and 
post-replacement inspections— 
section 42. 





‘Includes time to manufacture parts. 


We have received no definitive data 
that would enable us to provide cost 
estimates for the on-condition actions 
specified in this AD. 


Authority for This Rulemaking 


Title 49 of the United States Code 
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue 
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I, 
Section 106, describes the authority of 
the FAA Administrator. Subtitle VII, 
Aviation Programs, describes in more 
detail the scope of the Agency’s 
authority. 

We are issuing this rulemaking under 
the authority described in Subtitle VII, 
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701, 
“General requirements.’’ Under that 
section, Congress charges the FAA with 
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in 
air commerce by prescribing regulations 
for practices, methods, and procedures 
the Administrator finds necessary for 
safety in air commerce. This regulation 
is within the scope of that authority 
because it addresses an unsafe condition 
that is likely to exist or develop on 
products identified in this rulemaking 
action. 


Regulatory Findings 


We have determined that this AD will 
not have federalism implications under 
Executive Order 13132. This AD will 
not have a substantial direct effect on 
the States, on the relationship between 
the national government and the States, 
or on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. 

For the reasons discussed above, I 
certify that this AD: 

(1) Is not a “significant regulatory 
action” under Executive Order 12866, 

(2) Is not a “significant rule” under 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979), 

(3) Will not affect intrastate aviation 
in Alaska, and 


Labor cost 


663 work-hours x $85 ees gaan ora 
per hour = $56,355. 


Up to 525 work-hours x 
$85 per hour = 
$44,625 1. 

Up to 525 work-hours x 
$85 per hour = 
$44,625 1. 


ESTIMATED COSTS 


Parts cost 


Manufacturer has not 
provided cost of parts. 





(4) Will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 


Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety, Incorporation by reference, 
Safety. 


Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, under the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the FAA amends 14 CFR part 39 as 
follows: 


PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 


w 1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701. 
§39.13 [Amended] 


mw 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by 

removing Airworthiness Directive (AD) 

2010-03-05, Amendment 39-16188 (75 

FR 5692, February 4, 2010), and adding 

the following new AD: 

2014-20-07 ‘The Boeing Company: 
Amendment 39-17980; Docket No. 
FAA-2014-0283; Directorate Identifier 
2012—NM-183-AD. 


(a) Effective Date 
This AD is effective November 7, 2014. 


(b) Affected ADs 

This AD replaces AD 2010-03-05, 
Amendment 39-16188 (75 FR 5692, February 
4, 2010). 
(c) Applicability 

This AD applies to all The Boeing 


Company Model 747—200C and —200F series 
airplanes, certificated in any category. 


(d) Subject 


Air Transport Association (ATA) of 
America Code 53, Fuselage. 


Cost per product 


$56,355 per inspection/ 
replacement cycle. 


Cost on U.S. operators 


$1,408,875 per inspec- 
tion/replacement cycle. 


Up to $1,115,625. 


Up to $1,115,625. 





(e) Unsafe Condition 


This AD was prompted by a determination 
that the upper deck floor beams are subject 
to widespread fatigue damage (WFD), the 
existing inspection program is not sufficient 
to maintain an acceptable level of safety, and 
upper chords of the upper deck floor beam 
of section 42 are subject to the unsafe 
condition. We are issuing this AD to detect 
and correct cracking of the upper chords and 
straps (or angles) of the floor beams, which 
could lead to failure of the floor beams and 
consequent loss of controllability, rapid 
decompression, and loss of structural 
integrity of the airplane. 


(f) Compliance 


Comply with this AD within the 
compliance times specified, unless already 
done. 


(g) Inspection and Replacement for the 
Upper Chords of the Upper Deck Floor Beam 
of Section 41 


At the applicable time specified in Table 
1 of paragraph 1.E., ‘‘Compliance,” of Boeing 
Alert Service Bulletin 747—53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012: At stations 
(STA) 340 through STA 440, STA 500, and 
STA 520, do an open-hole high frequency 
eddy current (HFEC) inspection at all 
accessed fastener holes to detect cracking; 
and install new upper deck floor beam upper 
chords, straps, angles, and radius fillers; in 
accordance with Part 2 and Part 3 of the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Boeing Alert 
Service Bulletin 747-53A2696, Revision 1, 
dated April 12, 2012. 


(h) Post-Replacement Inspections and 
Replacements for the Upper Chords of the 
Upper Deck Floor Beam of Section 41 


At the applicable time specified in Table 
2 of paragraph 1.E., “Compliance,” of Boeing 
Alert Service Bulletin 747-53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012; or within 
1,500 flight cycles after March 11, 2010 (the 
effective date of AD 2010-03-05, 
Amendment 39-16188 (75 FR 5692, February 
4, 2010)); whichever occurs later: Do detailed 
and HFEC inspections to detect cracking of 
the replaced upper deck floor beam chords, 
the floor panel attachment holes, and the 
permanent fastener locations of the replaced 
upper deck floor beam chords, in accordance 
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with Part 4 of the Accomplishment 
Instructions of Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 
747-53A2696, Revision 1, dated April 12, 
2012. If no cracking is found, do the actions 
specified in paragraphs (h)(1) and (h)(2) of 
this AD. 

(1) Do the detailed and HFEC inspections 
of the replaced upper deck floor beam chords 
within 3,000 flight cycles after the most 
recent inspection, or within 300 flight cycles 
after the effective date of this AD, whichever 
occurs later, and repeat thereafter at the 
applicable time specified in Table 2 of 
paragraph 1.E., ‘‘Compliance,”’ of Boeing 
Alert Service Bulletin 747—53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012. 

(2) Do the open-hole HFEC inspection and 
chord replacement required by paragraph (g) 
of this AD at the applicable time specified in 
Table 2 of paragraph 1.E., “Compliance,” of 
Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747-53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012, or within 
240 flight cycles after the effective date of 
this AD, whichever occurs later. Repeat the 
inspections and replacement specified in 
paragraph (h) of this AD at the applicable 
time specified in Table 2 of paragraph 1.E., 
“Compliance,” of Boeing Alert Service 
Bulletin 747-53A2696, Revision 1, dated 
April 12, 2012. 


(i) Inspection and Replacement for the 
Upper Chords of the Upper Deck Floor Beam 
of Section 42 


At the applicable time specified in Tables 
3 and 4 of paragraph 1.E., ‘““Compliance,” of 
Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747-53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012, except as 
required by paragraph (1) of this AD: Do the 
actions specified in paragraph (i)(1) or (i)(2) 
of this AD as applicable. 

(1) At STA 540 through STA 740 for Group 
1 airplanes identified in Boeing Alert Service 
Bulletin 747-53A2696, Revision 1, dated 
April 12, 2012: Do an open-hole HFEC 
inspection to detect cracking, and install new 
upper deck floor beam upper chord 
replacements, in accordance with Part 7 and 
Part 8 of the Accomplishment Instructions of 
Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747-53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012. 

(2) At STA 540 through STA 780 for Group 
2 airplanes identified in Boeing Alert Service 
Bulletin 747-53A2696, Revision 1, dated 
April 12, 2012: Do an open-hole HFEC 
inspection to detect cracking, and install new 
upper deck floor beam upper chord 
replacements, in accordance with Part 7 and 
Part 8 of the Accomplishment Instructions of 
Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747-53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012. 


(j) Post-Replacement Inspections and 
Replacement for the Upper Chords of the 
Upper Deck Floor Beam of Section 42 


At the applicable time specified in Table 
5 of paragraph 1.E., “Compliance,” of Boeing 
Alert Service Bulletin 747-53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012; or within 
1,500 flight cycles after March 11, 2010 (the 
effective date of AD 2010-03-05, 
Amendment 39-16188 (75 FR 5692, February 
4, 2010)); whichever occurs later: Do HFEC 
inspections to detect cracking of the replaced 
upper deck floor beam chords, in accordance 
with Part 9 of the Accomplishment 


Instructions of Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 
747-53A2696, Revision 1, dated April 12, 
2012. If no crack is found, do the actions 
specified in paragraphs (j)(1) and (j)(2) of this 
AD. 

(1) Repeat the HFEC inspections of the 
replaced upper deck floor beam chords 
thereafter at the applicable time specified 
Table 5 of paragraph 1.E., “Compliance,” of 
Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747-53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012. 

(2) Do the open-hole HFEC inspection and 
chord replacement required by paragraph (i) 
of this AD at the applicable time specified in 
Table 5 of paragraph 1.E., “Compliance,” of 
Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747-53A2696, 
Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012. Repeat the 
inspections and replacement, as specified in 
paragraph (j) of this AD, at the applicable 
time specified in Table 5 of paragraph 1.E., 
“Compliance,” of Boeing Alert Service 
Bulletin 747-53A2696, Revision 1, dated 
April 12, 2012. 


(k) Corrective Actions 

If any cracking is found during any 
inspection required by this AD, before further 
flight, repair using a method approved in 
accordance with the procedures specified in 
paragraph (0) of this AD. 


(1) Exception to Service Information 
Specifications 


Where Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747— 
53A2696, Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012, 
specifies a compliance time “after the 
revision 1 date on this service bulletin,” this 
AD requires compliance within the specified 
compliance time ‘‘after the effective date of 
this AD.” 


(m) Credit for Previous Actions 


This paragraph provides credit for the 
installation of floor beam replacements 
required by this AD, if those actions were 
performed before the effective date of this AD 
using Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747— 
53A2696, dated October 16, 2008. (This 
service bulletin was incorporated by 
reference in AD 2010-03-05, Amendment 
39-16188 (75 FR 5692, February 4, 2010)). 


(n) Special Flight Permit 
Special flight permits, as described in 
Section 21.197 and Section 21.199 of the 


Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR 21.197 
and 21.199), are not allowed. 


(o) Alternative Methods of Compliance 
(AMOCs) 


(1) The Manager, Seattle Aircraft 
Certification Office (ACO), FAA, has the 
authority to approve AMOCs for this AD, if 
requested using the procedures found in 14 
CFR 39.19. In accordance with 14 CFR 39.19, 
send your request to your principal inspector 
or local Flight Standards District Office, as 
appropriate. If sending information directly 
to the manager of the ACO, send it to the 
attention of the persons identified in 
paragraph (p)(1) of this AD. Information may 
be emailed to: 9-ANM-Seattle-ACO-AMOC- 
Requests@faa.gov. 

(2) Before using any approved AMOC, 
notify your appropriate principal inspector, 
or lacking a principal inspector, the manager 


of the local flight standards district office/ 
certificate holding district office. 

(3) An AMOC that provides an acceptable 
level of safety may be used for any repair 
required by this AD if it is approved by the 
Boeing Commercial Airplanes Organization 
Designation Authorization (ODA) that has 
been authorized by the Manager, Seattle 
ACO, to make those findings. For a repair 
method to be approved, the repair must meet 
the certification basis of the airplane, and the 
approval must specifically refer to this AD. 


(p) Related Information 


(1) For more information about this AD, 
contact Nathan Weigand, Aerospace 
Engineer, Airframe Branch, ANM-120S, 
FAA, Seattle Aircraft Certification Office 
(ACO), 1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, 
Washington 98057-3356; phone: 425—917— 
6428; fax: 425-917-6590; email: 
nathan.p.weigand@faa.gov. 

(2) Service information identified in this 
AD that is not incorporated by reference is 
available at the addresses specified in 
paragraphs (q)(3) and (q)(4) of this AD. 


(q) Material Incorporated by Reference 


(1) The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
(IBR) of the service information listed in this 
paragraph under 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR 
part 51. 

(2) You must use this service information 
as applicable to do the actions required by 
this AD, unless the AD specifies otherwise. 

(i) Boeing Alert Service Bulletin 747— 
53A2696, Revision 1, dated April 12, 2012. 

(ii) Reserved. 

(3) For service information identified in 
this AD, contact Boeing Commercial 
Airplanes, Attention: Data & Services 
Management, P.O. Box 3707, MC 2H-65, 
Seattle, WA 98124-2207; telephone 206- 
544-5000, extension 1; fax 206-766-5680; 
Internet https://www.myboeingfleet.com. 

(4) You may view this service information 
at FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate, 1601 
Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA. For 
information on the availability of this 
material at the FAA, call 425-227-1221. 

(5) You may view this service information 
that is incorporated by reference at the 
National Archives and Records 
Administration (NARA). For information on 
the availability of this material at NARA, call 
202-741-6030, or go to: http:// 
www.archives.gov/federal-register/cfr/ibr- 
locations.html. 


Issued in Renton, Washington, on 
September 20, 2014. 
Michael Kaszycki, 


Acting Manager, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service. 


[FR Doc. 2014—23377 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. FAA-2014-0058; Directorate 
Identifier 2013-NM-116-AD; Amendment 
39-17977; AD 2014-20-04] 


RIN 2120-AA64 


Airworthiness Directives; Airbus 
Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Department of 
Transportation (DOT). 


ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: We are superseding 
Airworthiness Directive (AD) 94-12-03 
for certain Airbus Model A320 series 
airplanes. AD 94-12-03 required 
modification of the belly fairing 
structure. This new AD requires 
repetitive inspections for cracking of the 
four titanium angles between the belly 
fairing and the keel beam side panel, an 
inspection for cracking of the open 
holes if any cracking is found in the 
titanium angles, and repair or 
replacement if necessary; this new AD 
also expands the applicability of AD 94- 
12-03. This AD was prompted by 
reports of cracks at the lower riveting of 
the four titanium angles that connect the 
belly fairing to the keel beam side 
panels on both sides of the fuselage. We 
are issuing this AD to detect and correct 
cracking of the titanium angles that 
connect the belly fairing to the keel 
beam side panels on both sides of the 
fuselage, which could affect the 
structural integrity of the airplane. 


DATES: This AD becomes effective 
November 7, 2014. 

The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
of certain publications listed in this AD 
as of November 7, 2014. 

The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
of certain other publications listed in 
this AD as of January 10, 1994 (59 FR 
64875, December 10, 1993). 

ADDRESSES: You may examine the AD 
docket on the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov/ 
#!docketDetail;D=FAA-2014-0058; or in 
person at the Docket Management 
Facility, U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Docket Operations, M— 
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room 
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., 
Washington, DC. 

For service information identified in 
this AD, contact Airbus, Airworthiness 
Office—EIAS, 1 Rond Point Maurice 
Bellonte, 31707 Blagnac Cedex, France; 


telephone +33 5 61 93 36 96; fax +33 5 
61 93 44 51; email account.airworth- 
eas@airbus.com; Internet http:// 
www.airbus.com. You may view this 
referenced service information at the 
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate, 
1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA. 
For information on the availability of 
this material at the FAA, call 425-—227- 
1221. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Sanjay Ralhan, Aerospace Engineer, 
International Branch, ANM-116, 
Transport Airplane Directorate, FAA, 
1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA 
98057-3356; telephone 425-227-1405; 
fax 425-227-1149. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Discussion 


We issued a notice of proposed 
rulemaking (NPRM) to amend 14 CFR 
part 39 to supersede AD 94-12-03, 
Amendment 39-8930 (59 FR 28763, 
June 3, 1994). AD 94-12-03 applied to 
Model A320 series airplanes having 
serial numbers (S/Ns) 003 through 092 
inclusive. These serial numbers apply to 
Model A320-111, —211, and —231 series 
airplanes. The NPRM published in the 
Federal Register on February 26, 2014 
(79 FR 10707). 

The European Aviation Safety Agency 
(EASA), which is the Technical Agent 
for the Member States of the European 
Community, has issued EASA 
Airworthiness Directive 2013-0122, 
dated June 5, 2013 (referred to after this 
as the Mandatory Continuing 
Airworthiness Information, or ‘‘the 
MCAT’’), to correct an unsafe condition 
for the specified products. The MCAI 
states: 


During the fatigue test campaign of the 
A320 family type design, cracks have been 
found at the lower riveting of the four 
titanium angles which connect the belly 
fairing to the keel beam side panels between 
frames FR40 and FR42, on both sides of the 
fuselage. 

This condition, if not detected and 
corrected, could affect the structural integrity 
of the aeroplane. 

In 1992, [Direction Générale de ]’Aviation 
Civile] DGAC France issued AD 92—201-—030 
(http://ad.easa.europa.eu/blob/19922010tb_ 
superseded.pdf/AD_F-1992-201-030_1) 
(which corresponds to FAA AD 94-12-03, 
Amendment 39-8930 (59 FR 28763, June 3, 
1994)) to require reinforcement of the belly 
fairing structure, which addressed part of the 
unsafe condition. 

For the reason described above, this 
[EASA] AD retains the requirements of DGAC 
France AD 92—201—030, which is superseded, 
and requires repetitive detailed inspections 
[for cracking] of the affected titanium angles 
and, depending on findings, repair or 
replacement of parts. 


As an option to extend the repetitive 
inspection interval, after the first 


detailed inspection is accomplished and 
on condition of no crack findings, this 
AD allows operators to remove the four 
titanium angles, perform a rototest for 
cracking on the open holes and, 
provided no cracks are found on the 
open holes, install new titanium angles, 
followed by post-modification detailed 
inspections of the new titanium angles. 

For any titanium angle crack findings, 
this AD requires removing any cracked 
angle, performing a rototest for cracking 
on the open holes and, provided no 
cracks are found, installing a new 
titanium angle, followed by detailed 
inspections of the new titanium angles. 

For any open hole cracking foun 
during any rototest required by this AD, 
this AD requires repairing any cracking 
using a method approved by the 
Manager, International Branch, ANM— 
116, Transport Airplane Directorate, 
FAA; or the European Aviation Safety 
Agency (EASA); or Airbus’s EASA 
Design Organization Approval (DOA). 

This AD expands the applicability of 
AD 94-12-03, Amendment 39-8930 (59 
FR 28763, June 3, 1994), to include all 
Airbus Model A318, A319, A320, and 
A321 series airplanes. 

You may examine the MCAI in the 
AD docket on the Internet at Attp:// 
www.regulations.gov/ 
#!documentDetail;D=FAA-2014-0058- 
0002. 


Comments 


We gave the public the opportunity to 
participate in developing this AD. The 
following presents the comments 
received on the NPRM (79 FR 10707, 
February 26, 2014) and the FAA’s 
response to each comment. 


Request To Extend Proposed 
Compliance Time for Inspection of 
Titanium Angles 


Delta Airlines (DAL) requested that 
we extend the compliance time for the 
inspection of the titanium angles 
specified in paragraph (h)(3) of the 
proposed AD (79 FR 10707, February 
26, 2014). DAL stated that extending 
this compliance time from 3,000 flight 
cycles or 6,000 flight hours after the 
effective date of this AD, whichever 
occurs first, to 5,000 flight cycles or 
10,000 flight hours, whichever occurs 
first, would match the repetitive interval 
for the detailed inspection on those 
airplanes that have not had the 
modification accomplished, and it 
would give DAL and other operators the 
opportunity to schedule these 
inspections in a hangar environment. 

We do not agree with the commenter’s 
request to extend the compliance time 
specified in paragraph (h)(3) of this AD. 
DAL has not provided data to 
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substantiate that extending this 
compliance time would provide an 
acceptable level of safety. This 
compliance time was developed after 
analyzing risk to the fleet, availability of 
in-service information and feasibility of 
performing inspection. We consider the 
overall risk to the fleet, including the 
severity of the failure and the likelihood 
of the failure’s occurrence, to calculate 
appropriate compliance times. However, 
under the provisions of paragraph (0)(1) 
of this AD, we will consider requests for 
approval of an extension of the 
compliance time if sufficient data are 
submitted to substantiate that the 
extension would provide an acceptable 
level of safety. We have not changed 
this final rule in this regard. 


Request To Allow Special Flight Permit 
When Cracking Is Found 


DAL requested that we add a 
provision in the NPRM (79 FR 10707, 
February 26, 2014) to allow operators to 
ferry airplanes with cracking found 
during the inspection specified in 
paragraph (h) of this AD. DAL stated 
that a ferry flight would allow an 
airplane to be moved to a more suitable 
location for maintenance in the event 
damage is found. DAL also stated that 
the ferry flight is necessary due to the 
extensive level of access and 
disassembly. 

We agree with the intent behind the 
commenter’s request, but find it 
unnecessary to include a special flight 
provision in this AD. Special flight 
permits are currently allowed under 
Section 39.23 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations (14 CFR 39.23), unless 
specifically prohibited or limited by an 
AD. No change is necessary to this final 
rule in this regard. 


“Contacting the Manufacturer” 
Paragraph in This AD 


Since late 2006, we have included a 
standard paragraph titled “Airworthy 
Product” in all MCAI ADs in which the 
FAA develops an AD based on a foreign 
authority’s AD. 

The MCAI or referenced service 
information in an FAA AD often directs 
the owner/operator to contact the 
manufacturer for corrective actions, 
such as a repair. Briefly, the Airworthy 
Product paragraph allowed owners/ 
operators to use corrective actions 
provided by the manufacturer if those 
actions were FAA-approved. In 
addition, the paragraph stated that any 
actions approved by the State of Design 
Authority (or its delegated agent) are 
considered to be FAA-approved. 

In the NPRM (79 FR 10707, February 
26, 2014), we proposed to prevent the 
use of repairs that were not specifically 


developed to correct the unsafe 
condition, by requiring that the repair 
approval provided by the State of 
Design Authority or its delegated agent 
specifically refer to this FAA AD. This 
change was intended to clarify the 
method of compliance and to provide 
operators with better visibility of repairs 
that are specifically developed and 
approved to correct the unsafe 
condition. In addition, we proposed to 
change the phrase “‘its delegated agent”’ 
to include a design approval holder 
(DAH) with State of Design Authority 
design organization approval (DOA), as 
applicable, to refer to a DAH authorized 
to approve required repairs for the 
proposed AD. 

No comments were provided to the 
NPRM (79 FR 10707, February 26, 2014) 
about these proposed changes. However, 
a comment was provided for an NPRM 
having Directorate Identifier 2012—-NM-— 
101—AD (78 FR 78285, December 26, 
2013). The commenter stated the 
following: ‘““The proposed wording, 
being specific to repairs, eliminates the 
interpretation that Airbus messages are 
acceptable for approving minor 
deviations (corrective actions) needed 
during accomplishment of an AD 
mandated Airbus service bulletin.” 

This comment has made the FAA 
aware that some operators have 
misunderstood or misinterpreted the 
Airworthy Product paragraph to allow 
the owner/operator to use messages 
provided by the manufacturer as 
approval of deviations during the 
accomplishment of an AD-mandated 
action. The Airworthy Product 
paragraph does not approve messages or 
other information provided by the 
manufacturer for deviations to the 
requirements of the AD-mandated 
actions. The Airworthy Product 
paragraph only addresses the 
requirement to contact the manufacturer 
for corrective actions for the identified 
unsafe condition and does not cover 
deviations from other AD requirements. 
However, deviations to AD-required 
actions are addressed in 14 CFR 39.17, 
and anyone may request the approval 
for an alternative method of compliance 
to the AD-required actions using the 
procedures found in 14 CFR 39.19. 

To address this misunderstanding and 
misinterpretation of the Airworthy 
Product paragraph, we have changed the 
paragraph and retitled it ‘Contacting the 
Manufacturer.” This paragraph now 
clarifies that for any requirement in this 
AD to obtain corrective actions from a 
manufacturer, the actions must be 
accomplished using a method approved 
by the FAA, the European Aviation 
Safety Agency (EASA), or Airbus’s 


EASA Design Organization Approval 
(DOA). 

The Contacting the Manufacturer 
paragraph also clarifies that, if approved 
by the DOA, the approval must include 
the DOA-authorized signature. The DOA 
signature indicates that the data and 
information contained in the document 
are EASA-approved, which is also FAA- 
approved. Messages and other 
information provided by the 
manufacturer that do not contain the 
DOA-authorized signature approval are 
not EASA-approved, unless EASA 
directly approves the manufacturer’s 
message or other information. 

This clarification does not remove 
flexibility previously afforded by the 
Airworthy Product paragraph. 
Consistent with long-standing FAA 
policy, such flexibility was never 
intended for required actions. This is 
also consistent with the 
recommendation of the Airworthiness 
Directive Implementation Aviation 
Rulemaking Committee to increase 
flexibility in complying with ADs by 
identifying those actions in 
manufacturers’ service instructions that 
are “Required for Compliance” with 
ADs. We continue to work with 
manufacturers to implement this 
recommendation. But once we 
determine that an action is required, any 
deviation from the requirement must be 
approved as an alternative method of 
compliance. 

Other commenters to the NPRM 
having Directorate Identifier 2012-NM-— 
101—AD (78 FR 78285, December 26, 
2013) pointed out that in many cases the 
foreign manufacturer’s service bulletin 
and the foreign authority’s MCAI might 
have been issued some time before the 
FAA AD. Therefore, the DOA might 
have provided U.S. operators with an 
approved repair, developed with full 
awareness of the unsafe condition, 
before the FAA AD is issued. Under 
these circumstances, to comply with the 
FAA AD, the operator would be 
required to go back to the 
manufacturer’s DOA and obtain a new 
approval document, adding time and 
expense to the compliance process with 
no safety benefit. 

Based on these comments, we 
removed the requirement that the DAH- 
provided repair specifically refer to this 
AD. Before adopting such a 
requirement, the FAA will coordinate 
with affected DAHs and verify they are 
prepared to implement means to eusure 
that their repair approvals consider the 
unsafe condition addressed in this AD. 
Any such requirements will be adopted 
through the normal AD rulemaking 
process, including notice-and-comment 
procedures, when appropriate. 
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We also have decided not to include 
a generic reference to either the 
“delegated agent” or “DAH with State of 
Design Authority design organization 
approval,” but instead we have 
provided the specific delegation 
approval granted by the State of Design 
Authority for the DAH throughout this 
AD. 


Conclusion 


We reviewed the available data, 
including the comments received, and 
determined that air safety and the 
public interest require adopting this 
final rule with the changes described 
previously and minor editorial changes. 
We have determined that these minor 
changes: 

e Are consistent with the intent that 
was proposed in the NPRM (79 FR 
10707, February 26, 2014) for correcting 
the unsafe condition; and 

e Do not add any additional burden 
upon the public than was already 
proposed in the NPRM (79 FR 10707, 
February 26, 2014). 


Costs of Compliance 


We estimate that this AD affects 851 
airplanes of U.S. registry. 

The actions that were required by AD 
94-12-03, Amendment 39-8930 (59 FR 
28763, June 3, 1994), and retained in 
this AD take about 288 work-hours per 
product, at an average labor rate of $85 
per work-hour. Required parts cost 
about $1,045 per product. Based on 
these figures, the estimated cost of the 
actions that were required by AD 94- 
12-03 is $25,525 per product. 

We also estimate that it will take 
about 7 work-hours per product to 
comply with the basic new 
requirements of this AD. The average 
labor rate is $85 per work-hour. Based 
on these figures, we estimate the cost of 
this AD on U.S. operators to be 
$506,345, or $595 per product. 

We have received no definitive data 
that would enable us to provide cost 
estimates for the on-condition and 
optional actions specified in this AD. 


Authority for This Rulemaking 


Title 49 of the United States Code 
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue 
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I, 
section 106, describes the authority of 
the FAA Administrator. “Subtitle VII: 
Aviation Programs,” describes in more 
detail the scope of the Agency’s 
authority. 

We are issuing this rulemaking under 
the authority described in “Subtitle VII, 
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701: 
General requirements.” Under that 
section, Congress charges the FAA with 
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in 


air commerce by prescribing regulations 
for practices, methods, and procedures 
the Administrator finds necessary for 
safety in air commerce. This regulation 
is within the scope of that authority 
because it addresses an unsafe condition 
that is likely to exist or develop on 
products identified in this rulemaking 
action. 


Regulatory Findings 


We determined that this AD will not 
have federalism implications under 
Executive Order 13132. This AD will 
not have a substantial direct effect on 
the States, on the relationship between 
the national government and the States, 
or on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. 

For the reasons discussed above, | 
certify that this AD: 

1. Is not a “significant regulatory 
action”’ under Executive Order 12866; 

2. Is not a “significant rule” under the 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979); 

3. Will not affect intrastate aviation in 
Alaska; and 

4, Will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. 


Examining the AD Docket 


You may examine the AD docket on 
the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov/ 
#!docketDetail;D=FAA-2014-0058; or in 
person at the Docket Management 
Facility between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, except Federal 
holidays. The AD docket contains this 
AD, the regulatory evaluation, any 
comments received, and other 
information. The street address for the 
Docket Operations office (telephone 
800-647-5527) is in the ADDRESSES 
section. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 


Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety, Incorporation by reference, 
Safety. 


Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, under the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the FAA amends 14 CFR part 39 as 
follows: 


PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 


w 1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701. 


§39.13 [Amended] 


m 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by 
removing Airworthiness Directive (AD) 
94-12-03, Amendment 39-8930 (59 FR 
28763, June 3, 1994), and adding the 
following new AD: 


2014-20-04 Airbus: Amendment 39—-17977. 
Docket No. FAA—2014-—0058; Directorate 
Identifier 2013—NM-—116—AD. 


(a) Effective Date 


This AD becomes effective November 7, 
2014 


(b) Affected ADs 


This AD replaces AD 94-12-03, 
Amendment 39-8930 (59 FR 28763, June 3, 
1994). 

(c) Applicability 

This AD applies to the Airbus airplanes 
specified in paragraphs (c)(1) through (c)(4) 
of this AD, certificated in any category, all 
manufacturer serial numbers. 

(1) Airbus Model A318—-111, —112, -121, 
and —122 airplanes. 

(2) Airbus Model A319-111, —112, -113, 
-114, -115, -131, -132, and -133 airplanes. 

(3) Airbus Model A320-111, —211, —212, 
—214, -231, -232, and —233 airplanes. 

(4) Airbus Model A321—111, —112, —-131, 
—211, -212, -213, -231, and —232 airplanes. 


(d) Subject 


Air Transport Association (ATA) of 
America Code 53, Fuselage. 


(e) Reason 


This AD was prompted by reports of cracks 
at the lower riveting of the four titanium 
angles that connect the belly fairing to the 
keel beam side panels on both sides of the 
fuselage. We are issuing this AD to detect and 
correct cracking of the titanium angles that 
connect the belly fairing to the kee] beam 
side panels on both sides of the fuselage, 
which could affect the structural integrity of 
the airplane. 


(f) Compliance 


Comply with this AD within the 
compliance times specified, unless already 
done. 


(g) Retained Modification 


This paragraph restates the requirements of 
paragraph (a) of AD 94-12-03, Amendment 
39-8930 (59 FR 28763, June 3, 1994), with 
new service information. For Model A320- 
111, -211, and —231 series airplanes, 
manufacturer serial numbers 003 through 092 
inclusive: Prior to the accumulation of 12,000 
total landings on the airplane, or within 300 
days after January 10, 1994 (the effective date 
of AD 93-24-11, Amendment 39-8760 (58 
FR 64875, December 10, 1993)), whichever 
occurs later, modify the belly fairing 
structure, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of an Airbus 
service bulletin specified in paragraph (g)(1), 
(g)(2), or (g)(3) of this AD. As of the effective 
date of this AD, use only the Airbus service 
bulletin specified in paragraph (g)(3) of this 
AD. 

(1) Airbus Industrie Service Bulletin A320-— 
53-1014, dated June 25, 1992. 
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(2) Airbus Industrie Service Bulletin A320— 
53-1014, Revision 1, dated May 26, 1993. 

(3) Airbus Service Bulletin A320—53-1014, 
Revision 2, dated September 1, 1994. 


(h) New Requirement of This AD: Repetitive 
Inspection 


At the latest of the compliance times 
specified in paragraphs (h)(1), (h)(2), and 
(h)(3) of this AD: Do a detailed inspection for 
cracking of the four titanium angles between 
the belly fairing and the keel beam side 
panel, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Airbus 
Service Bulletin A320-53-1259, dated 
November 6, 2012. 

(1) Before the accumulation of 30,000 total 
flight cycles or 60,000 total flight hours, 
whichever occurs first after first flight of the 
airplane. 

(2) Within 30,000 flight cycles or 60,000 
flight hours, whichever occurs first after 
modification of the airplane as required by 
paragraph (g) of this AD, or after installation 
of new titanium angles, provided that, prior 
to installation, a rototest for cracking on the 
open holes has been accomplished with no 
crack findings, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Airbus 
Service Bulletin A320—53-1259, dated 
November 6, 2012. 

(3) Within 3,000 flight cycles or 6,000 
flight hours, whichever occurs first after the 
effective date of this AD. 


(i) New Requirement of This AD: Post- 
Inspection Actions for No Crack Findings 

If, during any inspection required by 
paragraph (h) of this AD, there is no crack 
finding: Accomplish the actions specified in 
either paragraph (i)(1) or (i)(2) of this AD. 

(1) Repeat the inspection required by 
paragraph (h) of this AD at intervals not to 
exceed 5,000 flight cycles or 10,000 flight 
hours, whichever occurs first 

(2) Before further flight after the inspection 
required by paragraph (h) of this AD, remove 
all inspected titanium angles, accomplish a 
rototest for cracking on the open holes and, 
provided no cracks are found, install new 
titanium angles, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Airbus 
Service Bulletin A320-53-1259, dated 
November 6, 2012. 


(j) New Requirement of This AD: Post- 
Inspection Actions for Any Crack Findings 


If, during any inspection required by 
paragraph (h) of this AD, there is any crack 
finding: Before further flight, remove the 
affected titanium angle(s), accomplish a 
rototest for cracking on the open holes, and, 
provided no cracks are found, install new 
titanium angles, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Airbus 
Service Bulletin A320—53-1259, dated 
November 6, 2012. 


(k) New Requirement of This AD: Post- 
Installation Repetitive Inspections 


For airplanes on which new titanium 
angles were installed as specified in 
paragraph (i)(2) or (j) of this AD: Within 
30,000 flight cycles or 60,000 flight hours, 
whichever occurs first after the installation, 
accomplish a detailed inspection for cracking 
of the four titanium angles between the belly 


fairing and the keel beam side panel, in 
accordance with the Accomplishment 
Instructions of Airbus Service Bulletin A320-— 
53-1259, dated November 6, 2012. Repeat the 
inspection thereafter at intervals not to 
exceed 5,000 flight cycles or 10,000 flight 
hours, whichever occurs first. 


(1) New Requirement of This AD: Post 
Inspection Actions for Any Crack Findings 
During Post-Installation Inspections 

If, during any inspection as required by 
paragraph (k) of this AD, there is any crack 
finding: Before further flight, remove the 
affected titanium angles, accomplish a 
rototest for cracking on the open holes, and, 
provided no cracks are found, install new 
titanium angles, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Airbus 
Service Bulletin A320—53-1259, dated 
November 6, 2012. 


(m) New Requirement of This AD: Corrective 
Action for Rototest Crack Finding 


If, during any rototest as required by 
paragraph (i), (j), or (1) of this AD, any crack 
is found: Before further flight, repair using a 
method approved by the Manager, 
International Branch, ANM-116, Transport 
Airplane Directorate, FAA; or the European 
Aviation Safety Agency (EASA); or Airbus’s 
EASA Design Organization Approval (DOA). 


(n) New Provision of This AD: No 
Termination Action for Repetitive 
Inspections 


Repair or replacement of parts as specified 
in this AD does not terminate the repetitive 
inspections required by this AD. 


(o) Other FAA AD Provisions 


The following provisions also apply to this 
AD: 

(1) Alternative Methods of Compliance 
(AMOCs): The Manager, International 
Branch, ANM-116, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, FAA, has the authority to 
approve AMOCs for this AD, if requested 
using the procedures found in 14 CFR 39.19. 
In accordance with 14 CFR 39.19, send your 
request to your principal inspector or local 
Flight Standards District Office, as 
appropriate. If sending information directly 
to the International Branch, send it to ATTN: 
Sanjay Ralhan, Aerospace Engineer, 
International Branch, ANM-—116, Transport 
Airplane Directorate, FAA, 1601 Lind 
Avenue SW., Renton, WA 98057-3356; 
telephone 425-227-1405; fax 425-227-1149. 
Information may be emailed to: 9-ANM-116- 
AMOC-REQUESTS@faa.gov. Before using 
any approved AMOC, notify your appropriate 
principal inspector, or lacking a principal 
inspector, the manager of the local flight 
standards district office/certificate holding 
district office. 

(2) Contacting the Manufacturer: As of the 
effective date of this AD, for any requirement 
in this AD to obtain corrective actions from 
a manufacturer, the action must be 
accomplished using a method approved by 
the Manager, International Branch, ANM-— 
116, Transport Airplane Directorate, FAA; or 
the European Aviation Safety Agency 
(EASA); or Airbus’s EASA Design 
Organization Approval (DOA). If approved by 


the DOA, the approval must include the 
DOA-authorized signature. 


(p) Related Information 


Refer to Mandatory Continuing 
Airworthiness Information (MCAI) European 
Aviation Safety Agency, Airworthiness 
Directive 2013-0122, dated June 5, 2013, for 
related information. You may examine the 
MCAI in the AD docket on the Internet at 
http://www.regulations.gov/ 
#!documentDetail;D=FAA-201 4-0058-0002. 


(q) Material Incorporated by Reference 


(1) The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
(IBR) of the service information listed in this 
paragraph under 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR 
part 51. 

(2) You must use this service information 
as applicable to do the actions required by 
this AD, unless this AD specifies otherwise. 

(3) The following service information was 
approved for IBR on November 7, 2014. 

(i) Airbus Service Bulletin A320—53-1014, 
Revision 2, dated September 1, 1994, 
including supplementary page 7A. Pages 1— 
3,15, 19, 20, and 25 of this document are 
identified as Revision 2, dated September 1, 
1994; pages 4-8, 10, 12, 16-18, and 21-24 are 
identified as Revision 1, dated May 26, 1993; 
and pages 9, 11, 13, 14, and 26 are identified 
as the original, dated June 25, 1992. 

(ii) Airbus Service Bulletin A320—53-1259, 
dated November 6, 2012. 

(4) The following service information was 
approved for IBR on January 10, 1994 (59 FR 
64875, December 10, 1993). 

(i) Airbus Industrie Service Bulletin A320- 
53-1014, dated June 25, 1992. 

(ii) Airbus Industrie Service Bulletin 
A320-53-1014, Revision 1, dated May 26, 
1993. 

(5) For service information identified in 
this AD, contact Airbus, Airworthiness 
Office—EIAS, 1 Rond Point Maurice 
Bellonte, 31707 Blagnac Cedex, France; 
telephone +33 5 61 93 36 96; fax +33 5 61 
93 44 51; email account.airworth-eas@ 
airbus.com; Internet http://www.airbus.com. 

(6) You may view this service information 
at the FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate, 
1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA. For 
information on the availability of this 
material at the FAA, cal] 425-227-1221. 

(7) You may view this service information 
that is incorporated by reference at the 
National Archives and Records 
Administration (NARA). For information on 
the availability of this material at NARA, call 
202-741-6030, or go to: http:// 
www.archives.gov/federal-register/cfr/ibr- 
locations.html. 


Issued in Renton, Washington, on 
September 19, 2014. 
Jeffrey E. Duven, 


Manager, Transport Airplane Directorate, 
Aircraft Certification Service. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23139 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. FAA-2014-0650; Directorate 
Identifier 2014-NM-162—-AD; Amendment 
39-17974; AD 2014-20-01] 


RIN 2120-AA64 


Airworthiness Directives; Bombardier, 
Inc. Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Department of 
Transportation (DOT). 

ACTION: Final rule; request for 
comments. 





SUMMARY: We are adopting a new 
airworthiness directive (AD) for certain 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL-600-—2B16 
(CL-601-3A, CL-601-3R, and CL-604 
Variants) airplanes. This AD requires 
repetitive inspections for any fuel leak 
in the right-hand landing lights 
compartment, and related investigative 
and corrective actions if necessary. This 
AD also provides for an optional 
replacement of the connector of the fuel 
boost pump canister of the auxiliary 
power unit (APU), which terminates the 
repetitive inspections. This AD was 
prompted by a report of fuel leaks in the 
connector cavity of the APU fuel boost 
pump canister and at the electrical 
conduit connection of the APU fuel 
boost pump in the right-hand landing 
lights compartment. We are issuing this 
AD to detect and correct fuel leaks in 
the right-hand landing lights 
compartment, which, in combination 
with the heat generated by the taxi 
lights and landing lights on the ground 
reaching the auto-ignition temperature 
of the fuel, could result in ignition of 
any fuel or fumes present in the right- 
hand landing lights compartment. 
DATES: This AD becomes effective 


October 20, 2014. 

The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
of a certain publication listed in this AD 
as of October 20, 2014. 

We must receive comments on this 
AD by November 17, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: You may send comments, 
using the procedures found in 14 CFR 
11.43 and 11.45, by any of the following 
methods: 

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to 
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the 
instructions for submitting comments. 

e Fax: 202-493-2251. 

e Mail: U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Docket Operations, M— 
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room 
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., 
Washington, DC 20590. 





e Hand Delivery: U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Docket Operations, M— 
30, West Building Ground Floor, Room 
W12-140, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., 
Washington, DC, between 9 a.m. and 5 
p-m., Monday through Friday, except 
Federal holidays. 

For service information identified in 
this AD, contact Bombardier, Inc., 400 
Cote-Vertu Road West, Dorval, Québec 
H4S 1Y9, Canada; telephone 514-855-— 
5000; fax 514-855-7401; email thd.c1j@ 
aero.bombardier.com. You may view 
this referenced service information at 
the FAA, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, 1601 Lind Avenue SW., 
Renton, WA. For information on the 
availability of this material at the FAA, 
call 425-227-1221. 


Examining the AD Docket 


You may examine the AD docket on 
the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov by searching for 
and locating Docket No. FAA—2014- 
0650; or in person at the Docket 
Operations office between 9 a.m. and 5 
p.m., Monday through Friday, except 
Federal holidays. The AD docket 
contains this AD, the regulatory 
evaluation, any comments received, and 
other information. The street address for 
the Docket Operations office (telephone 
800-647-5527) is in the ADDRESSES 
section. Comments will be available in 
the AD docket shortly after receipt. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Assata Dessaline, Aerospace Engineer, 
Avionics and Services Branch, ANE- 
172, FAA, New York Aircraft 
Certification Office (ACO), 1600 Stewart 
Avenue, Suite 410, Westbury, NY 
11590; telephone 516-228-7301; fax 
516-794-5531. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Discussion 


Transport Canada Civil Aviation 
(TCCA), which is the aviation authority 
for Canada, has issued Canadian 
Airworthiness Directive CF—2014—21, 
dated July 10, 2014 (referred to after this 
as the Mandatory Continuing 
Airworthiness Information, or ‘“‘the 
MCAT’), to correct an unsafe condition 
for certain Bombardier, Inc. Model CL— 
600-—2B16 (CL-601-—3A, CL—601—3R, and 
CL-604 Variants) airplanes. The MCAI 
states: 


Bombardier Inc. has discovered fuel 
leakage in the auxiliary power unit (APU) 
fuel Boost Pump (BP) canister connector 
cavity. On some of those aeroplanes, leakage 
was also noticed at the APU fuel BP electrical 
conduit connection in the right hand landing 
light compartment. The root cause of the 
subject fuel leak is identified to be the 
improper length of the female connector 
keyway located in the fuel BP canister, 


causing a shift of the electrical harness and 
its seals. 

Available data indicates that on a hot day, 
due to the heat generated by the taxi light 
and/or landing lights on the ground, 
temperature in the landing light 
compartment can reach the fuel auto ignition 
temperature. Therefore, presence of any fuel 
in the right hand landing light compartment 
is considered to be a safety hazard [fuel or 
fumes present in the right-hand landing 
lights compartment might ignite] that 
warrants mitigating action. 

In order to help mitigate the potential 
safety hazard precipitated by any fuel leakage 
in the right hand landing light compartment, 
Bombardier Inc., has revised the Aircraft 
Flight Manual (AFM) through Temporary 
Revisions (TRs) 604/38 and 605/20 dated 16 
June 2014 to restrict the operation of Taxi 
and Landing lights on the ground. Transport 
Canada issued Emergency [Canadian] AD 
CF-2014-17 [(http://wwwapps3.tc.gc.ca/Saf- 
Sec-Sur/2/cawis-swimn/ 
attachment.asp?atid=CF-2014- 
17&revid=0&cntr=CF6&file=CFCF-2014- 
17.pdf&type=PDE), which corresponds to 
FAA AD 2014-15-17, Amendment 39-17919 
(79 FR 44268, July 31, 2014)] to mandate 
incorporation of the above AFM TRs. 

To address the root cause of the subject 
fuel leakage from the APU fuel boost pump 
canister wiring conduit, Bombardier Inc. 
issued Alert Service Bulletin (ASB) A605- 
28-008 that requires periodic [repetitive 
general visual] inspection|s] for fuel leaks 
and [applicable related investigative and 
corrective actions and] eventual the 
replacement of the discrepant fuel BP 
canister connectors [including related 
investigative and corrective actions] on 
affected aeroplanes. The ASB has been 
revised to include an additional inspection of 
the new connector wiring for damage and 
this [Canadian] AD is issued to mandate the 
compliance with ASB A605—28-008 Revision 
2 requirements. 


Related investigative actions include 
doing a general visual inspection for any 
fuel leak in the wiring conduit of the 
APU fuel boost pump in the right-hand 
landing lights compartment; a detailed 
inspection for damage of the O-rings of 
the fuel pump cartridge; and a detailed 
inspection of the wires under the wiring 
insulation sleeve of the new connector 
for cuts. Corrective actions include 
installing new packings on the APU fuel 
pump cartridge, replacing the connector 
on the APU fuel pump canister, and 
replacing wiring and O-rings if certain 
conditions are found. You may examine 
the MCAI on the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov by searching for 
and locating Docket No. FAA—2014- 
0650. 


Relevant Service Information 


Bombardier, Inc. has issued 
Bombardier Alert Service Bulletin 
A605-—28-008, Revision 02, dated July 9, 
2014. The actions described in this 
service information are intended to 
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correct the unsafe condition identified 
in the MCAI. 


Other Relevant Rulemaking 


On July 24, 2014, the FAA issued AD 
2014-15-17, Amendment 39-17919 (79 
FR 44268, July 31, 2014), for certain 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL—600—2B16 
(CL-604 Variant) airplanes. AD 2014—- 
15-17 requires revising the airplane 
flight manual to incorporate temporary 
revisions that introduce additional 
limitations for operation of taxi and 
landing lights. AD 2014-15-17 requires 
revising the airplane flight manual only 
for Bombardier, Inc. Model CL—600- 
2B16 (CL-604 Variant) airplanes, serial 
numbers 5301 through 5665 inclusive, 
and 5701 and subsequent. This AD 
requires repetitive inspections for any 
fuel leak in the right-hand landing lights 
compartment, and related investigative 
and corrective actions if necessary, for 
Bombardier, Inc. Model CL—600-—2B16 
(CL-601-3A, CL-601-3R, and CL-604 
Variants) airplanes, serial numbers 
5906, 5910, 5912, 5917, 5919 through 
5932 inclusive, 5934, 5935, 5939, 5940, 
5942, and 5948. 


FAA’s Determination and Requirements 
of This AD 


This product has been approved by 
the aviation authority of another 
country, and is approved for operation 
in the United States. Pursuant to our 
bilateral agreement with the State of 
Design Authority, we have been notified 
of the unsafe condition described in the 
MCAI and service information 
referenced above. We are issuing this 
AD because we evaluated all pertinent 
information and determined the unsafe 
condition exists and is likely to exist or 
develop on other products of the same 
type design. 


Differences Between This AD and the 
MCAI or Service Information 


The MCAI and Bombardier Alert 
Service Bulletin A605—28—008, Revision 
02, dated July 9, 2014, do not specify 
corrective actions if any cut is found on 
the wires or if any damage is found on 
the O-rings during certain related 
investigative actions. This AD requires 
that a replacement be done using a 
method approved by the FAA, TCCA, or 
Bombardier, Inc.’s TCCA Design 
Approval Organization (DAO). 


FAA’s Determination of the Effective 
Date 


An unsafe condition exists that 
requires the immediate adoption of this 
AD. The FAA has found that the risk to 
the flying public justifies waiving notice 
and comment prior to adoption of this 
rule because fuel leaks in the right-hand 


landing lights compartment, in 
combination with the heat generated by 
the taxi lights and landing lights on the 
ground reaching the auto-ignition 
temperature of the fuel, could result in 
ignition of any fuel or fumes present in 
the right-hand landing lights 
compartment. Therefore, we determined 
that notice and opportunity for public 
comment before issuing this AD are 
impracticable and that good cause exists 
for making this amendment effective in 
fewer than 30 days. 


Comments Invited 


This AD is a final rule that involves 
requirements affecting flight safety, and 
we did not precede it by notice and 
opportunity for public comment. We 
invite you to send any written relevant 
data, views, or arguments about this AD. 
Send your comments to an address 
listed under the ADDRESSES section. 
Include ‘‘Docket No. FAA-—2014—0650; 
Directorate Identifier 2014—-NM-—162- 
AD” at the beginning of your comments. 
We specifically invite comments on the 
overall regulatory, economic, 
environmental, and energy aspects of 
this AD. We will consider all comments 
received by the closing date and may 
amend this AD based on those 
comments. 

We will post all comments we 
receive, without change, to http:// 
www.regulations.gov, including any 
personal information you provide. We 
will also post a report summarizing each 
substantive verbal contact we receive 
about this AD. 


Interim Action 


This AD is considered to be interim 
action. We are currently considering 
requiring a replacement of the connector 
of the fuel boost pump canister of the 
APU, and applicable related 
investigative and corrective actions, 
which will constitute terminating action 
for the repetitive inspections required 
by this AD action. However, the 
planned compliance time for the 
replacement would allow enough time 
to provide notice and opportunity for 
prior public comment on the merits of 
the replacement and applicable related 
investigative and corrective actions. 


Costs of Compliance 


We estimate that this AD affects 92 
airplanes of U.S. registry. 

We also estimate that it will take 
about 2 work-hours per product to 
comply with the basic requirements of 
this AD. The average labor rate is $85 
per work-hour. Based on these figures, 
we estimate the cost of this AD on U.S. 
operators to be $15,640, or $170 per 
product. 





In addition, we estimate that any 
necessary follow-on actions will take 
about 22 work-hours and require parts 
costing $0, for a cost of $1,870 per 
product. We have no way of 
determining the number of aircraft that 
might need these actions. 


According to the manufacturer, some 
of the costs of this AD may be covered 
under warranty, thereby reducing the 
cost impact on affected individuals. We 
do not control warranty coverage for 
affected individuals. As a result, we 
have included all costs in our cost 
estimate. 


Authority for This Rulemaking 


Title 49 of the United States Code 
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue 
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I, 
section 106, describes the authority of 
the FAA Administrator. “Subtitle VII: 
Aviation Programs,” describes in more 
detail the scope of the Agency’s 
authority. 


We are issuing this rulemaking under 
the authority described in “Subtitle VII, 
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701: 
General requirements.’’ Under that 
section, Congress charges the FAA with 
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in 
air commerce by prescribing regulations 
for practices, methods, and procedures 
the Administrator finds necessary for 
safety in air commerce. This regulation 
is within the scope of that authority 
because it addresses an unsafe condition 
that is likely to exist or develop on 
products identified in this rulemaking 
action. 


Regulatory Findings 


We determined that this AD will not 
have federalism implications under 
Executive Order 13132. This AD will 
not have a substantial direct effect on 
the States, on the relationship between 
the national government and the States, 
or on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. 


For the reasons discussed above, I 
certify that this AD: 


1. Is not a “significant regulatory 
action’ under Executive Order 12866; 


2. Is not a “‘significant rule’ under the 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979); 


3. Will not affect intrastate aviation in 
Alaska; and 


4. Will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. 
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List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 


safety, Incorporation by reference, 
Safety. 


Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, under the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the FAA amends 14 CFR part 39 as 
follows: 


PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 


w 1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701. 


§39.13 [Amended] 

m 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding 

the following new airworthiness 

directive (AD): 

2014-20-01 Bombardier, Inc.: Amendment 
39-17974. Docket No. FAA—2014—0650; 


Directorate Identifier 2014-NM-162—AD. 


(a) Effective Date 


This AD becomes effective October 20, 
2014. 


(b) Affected ADs 
None. 


(c) Applicability 

This AD applies to Bombardier, Inc. Model 
CL-600-2B16 (CL-601-3A, CL-601-3R, and 
CL-604 Variants) airplanes, certificated in 
any category, serial numbers 5906, 5910, 
5912, 5917, 5919 through 5932 inclusive, 
5934, 5935, 5939, 5940, 5942, and 5948. 


(d) Subject 


Air Transport Association (ATA) of 
America Code 28, Fuel. 


(e) Reason 


This AD was prompted by a report of fuel 
leaks in the auxiliary power unit (APU) fuel 
boost pump canister connector cavity and in 
the right-hand landing lights compartment 
from the APU fuel boost pump electrical 
conduit connection. We are issuing this AD 
to detect and correct fuel leaks in the right- 
hand landing lights compartment, which, in 
combination with the heat generated by the 
taxi lights and landing lights on the ground 
reaching the auto-ignition temperature of the 
fuel, could result in ignition of any fuel or 
fumes present in the right-hand landing 
lights compartment. 


(f) Compliance 

Comply with this AD within the 
compliance times specified, unless already 
done. 


(g) Repetitive Inspections for Fuel Leaks 


Within 25 flight hours after the effective 
date of this AD: Do a general visual 
inspection for any fuel leak in the right-hand 
landing lights compartment, and do all 
applicable related investigative and 
corrective actions, in accordance with Part A 
of the Accomplishment Instructions of 


Bombardier Alert Service Bulletin A605—28- 
008, Revision 02, dated July 9, 2014, except 
as required by paragraph (h) of this AD. Do 
all applicable related investigative and 
corrective actions before further flight. 
Repeat the inspection thereafter at intervals 
not to exceed 8 flight hours until the 
replacement specified in paragraph (i) of this 
AD has been accomplished. 


(h) Corrective Action if Fuel Leak Is Found 
During Related Investigative Actions 


If any fuel leak is found during the related 
investigative actions required by paragraph 
(g) of this AD: Before further flight, do the 
terminating action specified in paragraph (i) 
of this AD, or repair using a method 
approved by the Manager, New York Aircraft 
Certification Office (ACO), ANE-170, Engine 
and Propeller Directorate, FAA; or Transport 
Canada Civil Aviation (TCCA); or 
Bombardier, Inc.’s TCCA Design Approval 
Organization (DAO). 


(i) Optional Terminating Action— 
Replacement 

Replacing the connector of the fuel boost 
pump canister of the APU and doing all 
applicable related investigative actions, in 
accordance with Part B of the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Bombardier 
Alert Service Bulletin A605—28-008, 
Revision 02, dated July 9, 2014, terminates 
the actions required by paragraph (g) of this 
AD provided that the following actions are 
done, as applicable. 

(1) If any damage (cuts) is found on the 
wires, before further flight, replace the wire 
with a new wire identified in kit 605K28- 
008A, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Bombardier 
Alert Service Bulletin A605—28-008, 
Revision 02, dated July 9, 2014. 

(2) If any damage is found on the O-rings, 
before further flight, replace the O-ring with 
a new O-ring, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Bombardier 
Alert Service Bulletin A605—28-008, 
Revision 02, dated July 9, 2014. 

(3) If any fuel leak is found, before further 
flight, repair using a method approved by the 
Manager, New York ACO, ANE-170, Engine 
and Propeller Directorate, FAA; or TCCA; or 
Bombardier, Inc.’s TCCA DAO. 


(j) Inspection of Connector Wiring 


For airplanes having new connectors 
installed in accordance with Part B of the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Bombardier 
Alert Service Bulletin A605—28-—008, dated 
April 21, 2014: Within 6 months or 150 flight 
hours after the effective date of this AD, 
whichever occurs first, do a detailed 
inspection for damage (cuts) of the connector 
wiring, in accordance with Part B of the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Bombardier 
Alert Service Bulletin A605—28—008, 
Revision 02, dated July 9, 2014. If any 
damage (cuts) is found on the wires, before 
further flight, replace the wire with a new 
wire identified in kit 605K28—008A, in 
accordance with the Accomplishment 
Instructions of Bombardier Alert Service 
Bulletin A605—28-008, Revision 02, dated 
July 9, 2014. 


(k) Credit for Previous Actions 


This paragraph provides credit for actions 
required by paragraph (i) of this AD, if those 
actions were performed before the effective 
date of this AD using Bombardier Alert 
Service Bulletin A605—28-008, Revision 01, 
dated May 28, 2014, which is not 
incorporated by reference in this AD. 


(1) Other FAA AD Provisions 


The following provisions also apply to this 
AD: 

(1) Alternative Methods of Compliance 
(AMOCs): The Manager, New York ACO, 
ANE-170, FAA, has the authority to approve 
AMOCs for this AD, if requested using the 
procedures found in 14 CFR 39.19. In 
accordance with 14 CFR 39.19, send your 
request to your principal inspector or local 
Flight Standards District Office, as 
appropriate. If sending information directly 
to the ACO, send it to ATTN: Program 
Manager, Continuing Operational Safety, 
FAA, New York ACO, 1600 Stewart Avenue, 
Suite 410, Westbury, NY 11590; telephone 
516-228-7300; fax 516-794-5531. Before 
using any approved AMOC, notify your 
appropriate principal inspector, or lacking a 
principal inspector, the manager of the local 
flight standards district office/certificate 
holding district office. The AMOC approval 
letter must specifically reference this AD. 

(2) Contacting the Manufacturer: For any 
requirement in this AD to obtain corrective 
actions from a manufacturer, the action must 
be accomplished using a method approved 
by the Manager, New York ACO, ANE-170, 
Engine and Propeller Directorate, FAA; or 
TCCA; or Bombardier, Inc.’s TCCA DAO. If 
approved by the DAO, the approval must 
include the DAO-authorized signature. 


(m) Related Information 


(1) Refer to Mandatory Continuing 
Airworthiness Information (MCAI) Canadian 
Airworthiness Directive CF—2014—21, dated 
July 10, 2014, for related information. You 
may examine the MCAI on the Internet at 
http://www.regulations.gov by searching for 
and locating Docket No. FAA—2014-0650. 

(2) Service information identified in this 
AD that is not incorporated by reference is 
available at the addresses specified in 
paragraphs (n)(3) and (n)(4) of this AD. 


(n) Material Incorporated by Reference 


(1) The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
(IBR) of the service information listed in this 
paragraph under 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR 
part 51. 

(2) You must use this service information 
as applicable to do the actions required by 
this AD, unless this AD specifies otherwise. 

(i) Bombardier Alert Service Bulletin 
A605—28-008, Revision 02, dated July 9, 
2014. 

(ii) Reserved. 

(3) For service information identified in 
this AD, contact Bombardier, Inc., 400 Cote- 
Vertu Road West, Dorval, Québec H4S 1Y9, 
Canada; telephone 514-855-5000; fax 514-— 
855-7401; email thd.crj@ 
aero.bombardier.com; Internet http:// 
www.bombardier.com. 

(4) You may view this service information 
at the FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate, 
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1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA. For 
information on the availability of this 
material at the FAA, call 425-227-1221. 

(5) You may view this service information 
that is incorporated by reference at the 
National Archives and Records 
Administration (NARA). For information on 
the availability of this material at NARA, call 
202-741-6030, or go to: http:// 
www.archives.gov/federal-register/cfr/ibr- 
Jocations.html. 

Issued in Renton, Washington, on 
September 19, 2014. 

Michael Kaszycki, 

Acting Manager, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23145 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P 





DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. FAA—2014-0290; Directorate 
Identifier 2012-NM-210—AD; Amendment 
39-17981; AD 2014—20—08] 


RIN 2120-AA64 
Airworthiness Directives; Lockheed 


Martin Corporation/Lockheed Martin 
Aeronautics Company Airplanes 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: We are adopting a new 
airworthiness directive (AD) for certain 
Lockheed Martin Corporation/Lockheed 
Martin Aeronautics Company Model L— 
1011 series airplanes. This AD was 
prompted by reports of cracked rib cap 
castellations. This AD requires 
repetitive inspections for castellation 
and skin clips cracked or damaged 
between stringers and cracked stringer 
clips of the wing box pylon back-up 
structure, and front spar to rear spar; 
repetitive inspections for cracking, 
damage, or failure of the pylon back-up 
torque box structure; repetitive 
inspections for cracking or damage of 
the wing box external areas at the drag 
brace aft wing fitting; repetitive 
inspections of the outer surface of the 
wing upper and lower skins for cracks 
or damage along the rib attachment at 
the fastener holes and between the two 
rows of attachment; and corrective 











Action 


Inspections ........ 
inspection cycle. 


Labor cost 


41 work-hours x $85 per hour = $3,485 per 


actions if necessary. We are issuing this 
AD to detect and correct cracked or 
damaged rib cap castellations, which 
could degrade the structural capabilities 
of the airplane. 

DATES: This AD is effective November 7, 
2014. 

The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 
of a certain publication listed in this AD 
as of November 7, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: For service information 
identified in this AD, contact Lockheed 
Martin Corporation/Lockheed Martin 
Aeronautics Company, L1011 Technical 
Support Center, Dept. 6A4M, Zone 
0579, 86 South Cobb Drive, Marietta, 
GA 30063-0579; telephone 770—494— 
5444; fax 770-494-5445; email 
L1011.support@lmco.com; Internet 
http://www.lockheedmartin.com/ams/ 
tools/TechPubs.html. You may view this 
referenced service information at the 
FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate, 
1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA. 
For information on the availability of 
this material at the FAA, call 425—227- 
222. 


Examining the AD Docket 


You may examine the AD docket on 
the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov by searching for 
and locating Docket No. FAA-2014- 
0290; or in person at the Docket 
Management Facility between 9 a.m. 
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. The AD docket 
contains this AD, the regulatory 
evaluation, any comments received, and 
other information. The address for the 
Docket Office (phone: 800-647-5527) is 
Docket Management Facility, U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Docket 
Operations, M—30, West Building 
Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 1200 
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, 
DC 20590. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Car! 
Gray, Aerospace Engineer, Airframe 
Branch, ACE-117A, FAA, Atlanta 
Aircraft Certification Office (ACO), 1701 
Columbia Avenue, College Park, GA 
30337; phone: 404-474-5554; fax: 404— 
474-5605; email: carl.w.gray@faa.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Discussion 


We issued a notice of proposed 
rulemaking (NPRM) to amend 14 CFR 


ESTIMATED COSTS 





Cost per product 


roe $3,485 per inspection cycle .. 


part 39 by adding an AD that would 
apply to certain Lockheed Martin 
Corporation/Lockheed Martin 
Aeronautics Company Model L—1011 
series airplanes. The NPRM published 
in the Federal Register on May 29, 2014 
(79 FR 30748). The NPRM was 
prompted by reports of cracked rib cap 
castellations. The NPRM proposed to 
require repetitive inspections for 
castellation and skin clips cracked or 
damaged between stringers and cracked 
stringer clips of the wing box pylon 
back-up structure, and front spar to rear 
spar; repetitive inspections for cracking, 
damage, or failure of the pylon back-up 
torque box structure; repetitive 
inspections for cracking or damage of 
the wing box external areas at the drag 
brace aft wing fitting; repetitive 
inspections of the outer surface of the 
wing upper and lower skins for cracks 
or damage along the rib attachment at 
the fastener holes and between the two 
rows of attachment; and corrective 
actions if necessary. We are issuing this 
AD to detect and correct cracked or 
damaged rib cap castellations, which 
could degrade the structural capabilities 
of the airplane. 


Comments 


We gave the public the opportunity to 
participate in developing this AD. We 
received no comments on the NPRM (79 
FR 30748, May 29, 2014) or on the 
determination of the cost to the public. 


Conclusion 


We reviewed the relevant data and 
determined that air safety and the 
public interest require adopting this AD 
as proposed except for minor editorial 
changes. We have determined that these 
minor changes: 

e Are consistent with the intent that 
was proposed in the NPRM (79 FR 
30748, May 29, 2014) for correcting the 
unsafe condition; and 

e Do not add any additional burden 
upon the public than was already 
proposed in the NPRM (79 FR 30748, 
May 29, 2014). 

Costs of Compliance 
We estimate that this AD affects 26 


airplanes of U.S. registry. 


We estimate the following costs to 
comply with this AD: 








Cost on U.S. operators 


$90,610 per inspection cycle. 
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We estimate the following costs to do 
any necessary repairs that would be 





Action 








Modification (up to 12 rib caps per air- 
plane). 





Other than the modification stated 
above, we have received no definitive 
data that would enable us to provide 
cost estimates for the crack repair 
actions specified in this AD. 


Paperwork Reduction Act 


A federal agency may not conduct or 
sponsor, and a person is not required to 
respond to, nor shall a person be subject 
to penalty for failure to comply with a 
collection of information subject to the 
requirements of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act unless that collection of 
information displays a current valid 
OMB control number. The control 
number for the collection of information 
required by this AD is 2120-0056. The 
paperwork cost associated with this AD 
has been detailed in the Costs of 
Compliance section of this document 
and includes time for reviewing 
instructions, as well as completing and 
reviewing the collection of information. 
Therefore, all reporting associated with 
this AD is mandatory. Comments 
concerning the accuracy of this burden 
and suggestions for reducing the burden 
should be directed to the FAA at 800 
Independence Ave. SW., Washington, 
DC 20591, ATTN: Information 
Collection Clearance Officer, AES—200. 


Authority for This Rulemaking 


Title 49 of the United States Code 
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue 
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I, 
section 106, describes the authority of 
the FAA Administrator. Subtitle VII: 
Aviation Programs, describes in more 
detail the scope of the Agency’s 
authority. 


We are issuing this rulemaking under 
the authority described in Subtitle VII, 
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701: 
“General requirements.” Under that 
section, Congress charges the FAA with 
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in 
air commerce by prescribing regulations 
for practices, methods, and procedures 
the Administrator finds necessary for 
safety in air commerce. This regulation 
is within the scope of that authority 
because it addresses an unsafe condition 
that is likely to exist or develop on 
products identified in this rulemaking 
action. 


required based on the results of the 
inspections. We have no way of 


ON-CONDITION COSTS 


96 work-hours x $85 per hour = 
$8,160 per rib cap. 





Regulatory Findings 


This AD will not have federalism 
implications under Executive Order 
13132. This AD will not have a 
substantial direct effect on the States, on 
the relationship between the national 
government and the States, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. 

For the reasons discussed above, | 
certify that this AD: 

(1) Is not a ‘significant regulatory 
action”’ under Executive Order 12866, 

(2) Is not a ‘significant rule’ under 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979), 

(3) Will not affect intrastate aviation 
in Alaska, and 

(4) Will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. 

List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 
Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 


safety, Incorporation by reference, 
Safety. 


Adoption of the Amendment 


Accordingly, under the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the FAA amends 14 CFR part 39 as 
follows: 


PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 


m 1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701. 


§39.13 [Amended] 


mw 2. The FAA amends § 39.13 by adding 
the following new airworthiness 
directive (AD): 


2014-20-08 Lockheed Martin Corporation/ 
Lockheed Martin Aeronautics Company: 
Amendment 39-17981; Docket No. 
FAA-2014-0290; Directorate Identifier 
2012—NM-210-—AD. 

(a) Effective Date 


This AD is effective November 7, 2014. 


(b) Affected ADs 
None. 


$15,000 per rib cap 


determining the number of aircraft that 
might need these repairs: 










Cost per product 


$23,160 per rib cap. 


(c) Applicability 

This AD applies to Lockheed Martin 
Corporation/Lockheed Martin Aeronautics 
Company Model L—-1011—385-1, L-1011- 
385—1-14, L-1011—385-1-15, and L-1011- 
385-3 airplanes, certificated in any category, 
as identified in Lockheed Martin Service 
Bulletin 093-57—207, Revision 5, dated 
November 14, 2008. 


(d) Subject 


Air Transport Association (ATA) of 
America Code 57, Wings. 


(e) Unsafe Condition 


This AD was prompted by reports of 
cracked rib cap castellations. We are issuing 
this AD to detect and correct cracked or 
damaged rib cap castellations, which could 
degrade the structural capabilities of the 
airplane. 

(f) Compliance 

Comply with this AD within the 
compliance times specified, unless already 
done. 


(g) Repetitive Wing Inspections 


For Model L-1011-—385-1, L—1011-—385-1— 
14, L-1011-385-1-15, and L-1011-385-3 
airplanes, serial numbers 1189 and 
subsequent: At the applicable compliance 
time specified in paragraphs (h)(1), (h)(2), 
and (h)(3) of this AD, do the inspections 
specified in paragraphs (g)(1) through (g)(4) 
of this AD. Repeat the inspections thereafter 
at intervals not to exceed 3,600 flight cycles 
or 7,200 flight hours, whichever occurs first. 

(1) Do a detailed inspection for castellation 
and skin clips cracked or damaged (including 
cracks, loose or missing fasteners, oversized 
and missed drilled fastener holes, corrosion, 
dents, scratches and other signs of distress) 
between stringers and cracked stringer clips 
of the wing box pylon back-up structure, and 
front spar to rear spar, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Lockheed 
Martin Service Bulletin 093-57-207, 
Revision 5, dated November 14, 2008. 

(2) Do a general visual inspection for 
cracking or damage (including cracks, loose 
or missing fasteners, oversized and missed 
drilled fastener holes, corrosion, dents, 
scratches and other signs of distress) of the 
pylon back-up torque box structure, in 
accordance with the Accomplishment 
Instructions of Lockheed Martin Service 
Bulletin 093-57-—207, Revision 5, dated 
November 14, 2008. 

(3) Do a general visual inspection for 
cracking, damage (including cracks, loose or 
missing fasteners, oversized and missed 
drilled fastener holes, corrosion, dents, 
scratches and other signs of distress), or 
failure of the wing box external areas at the 
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drag brace aft wing fitting, in accordance 
with the Accomplishment Instructions of 
Lockheed Martin Service Bulletin 093-57— 
207, Revision 5, dated November 14, 2008. 
(4) Do a general visual inspection for 
cracking or damage (including cracks, loose 
or missing fasteners, oversized and missed 
drilled fastener holes, corrosion, dents, 
scratches and other signs of distress) of the 
outer surface of the wing upper and lower 
skins for cracks along the rib attachment at 
the fastener holes and between the two rows 
of attachments, in accordance with the 
Accomplishment Instructions of Lockheed 
Martin Service Bulletin 093—57-207, 
Revision 5, dated November 14, 2008. 


(h) Compliance Times for the Actions 
Specified in Paragraph (g) of This AD 


(1) For airplanes that have not 
accomplished the inspections described in 
Lockheed Martin Service Bulletin 093-5 7— 
207 prior to the effective date of this AD: At 
the later of the compliance times specified in 
paragraphs (h)(1)(i) and (h)(1)(ii) of this AD. 

(i) Before the accumulation of 15,000 total 
flight cycles or 27,000 total flight hours, 
whichever occurs first. 

(ii) Within 1,800 flight cycles or 3,600 
flight hours, whichever occurs first, after the 
effective date of this AD. 

(2) For airplanes that have accomplished 
the inspections described in Lockheed 
Martin Service Bulletin 093—57—207 prior to 
the effective date of this AD: Within 3,600 
flight cycles or 7,200 flight hours, whichever 
occurs first, after the completion of the most 
recent inspections, except as specified in 
paragraph (h)(3) of this AD. 

(3) For rib caps that have been modified as 
described in Lockheed Martin Service 
Bulletin 093—57-—207: Before the 
accumulation of 15,000 total flight cycles or 
27,000 total flight hours, whichever occurs 
first, for that rib cap only. 


(i) Corrective Actions 


If any cracking, damage, or failure is found 
during any inspection required by paragraph 
(g) of this AD: Before further flight, do all 
applicable corrective actions, in accordance 
with the Accomplishment Instructions of 
Lockheed Martin Service Bulletin 093-5 7— 
207, Revision 5, dated November 14, 2008, 
except where this service bulletin specifies 
that all other damaged structural items 
should be repaired using the best shop 
practices, following procedures in Structural 
Repair Manual 57-12-00, this AD requires 
repairing the damage before further flight, in 
accordance with a method approved by the 
Manager, Atlanta Aircraft Certification Office 
(ACO), FAA. For a repair method to be 
approved by the Manager, Atlanta ACO, as 
required by this paragraph, the Manager’s 
approval letter must specifically refer to this 
AD. 

(j) Reporting 

Submit a report of positive findings of the 
inspection for cracking, damage, or failure 
required by this AD to the Manager, Atlanta 
ACO, at the applicable time specified in 
paragraph (j)(1) or (j)(2) of this AD. The 
report must include the inspection results, a 
description of the discrepancies found, the 


airplane serial number, and the number of 
landings and flight hours on the airplane. 

(1) If the inspection was done on or after 
the effective date of this AD: Submit the 
report within 30 days after the inspection. 

(2) If the inspection was done before the 
effective date of this AD: Submit the report 
within 30 days after the effective date of this 
AD. 


(k) Paperwork Reduction Act Burden 
Statement 


A federal agency may not conduct or 
sponsor, and a person is not required to 
respond to, nor shall a person be subject to 
a penalty for failure to comply with a 
collection of information subject to the 
requirements of the Paperwork Reduction 
Act unless that collection of information 
displays a current valid OMB Control 
Number. The OMB Contro] Number for this 
information collection is 2120-0056. Public 
reporting for this collection of information is 
estimated to be approximately 5 minutes per 
response, including the time for reviewing 
instructions, completing and reviewing the 
collection of information. All responses to 
this collection of information are mandatory. 
Comments concerning the accuracy of this 
burden and suggestions for reducing the 
burden should be directed to the FAA at: 800 
Independence Ave. SW., Washington, DC 
20591, Attn: Information Collection 
Clearance Officer, AES—200. 

(1) Credit for Previous Actions 

This paragraph provides credit for actions 
required by paragraphs (g) and (i) of this AD, 
if those actions were performed before the 
effective date of this AD using Lockheed 
Martin Service Bulletin 093-—57-—207, 
Revision 3, dated November 22, 1991. 


(m) Alternative Methods of Compliance 
(AMOCs) 

(1) The Manager, Atlanta ACO, FAA, has 
the authority to approve AMOCs for this AD, 
if requested using the procedures found in 14 
CFR 39.19. In accordance with 14 CFR 39.19, 
send your request to your principal inspector 
or local Flight Standards District Office, as 
appropriate. If sending information directly 
to the manager of the ACO, send it to the 
attention of the person identified in 
paragraph (n)(1) of this AD. 

(2) Before using any approved AMOC, 
notify your appropriate principal inspector, 
or lacking a principal inspector, the manager 
of the local flight standards district office/ 
certificate holding district office. 


(n) Related Information 


(1) For more information about this AD, 
contact Car] Gray, Aerospace Engineer, 
Airframe Branch, ACE—117A, FAA, Atlanta 
Aircraft Certification Office (ACO), 1701 
Columbia Avenue, College Park, GA 30337; 
phone: 404-474-5554; fax: 404-474-5605; 
email: carl.w.gray@faa.gov. 

(2) Service information identified in this 
AD that is not incorporated by reference is 
available at the addresses specified in 
paragraphs (o)(3) and (0)(4) of this AD. 


(o) Material Incorporated by Reference 


(1) The Director of the Federal Register 
approved the incorporation by reference 


(IBR) of the service information listed in this 
paragraph under 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR 
part 51. 

(2) You must use this service information 
as applicable to do the actions required by 
this AD, unless the AD specifies otherwise. 

(i) Lockheed Martin Service Bulletin 093-— 
57-207, Revision 5, dated November 14, 
2008. 

(ii) Reserved. 

(3) For Lockheed service information 
identified in this AD, contact Lockheed 
Martin Corporation/Lockheed Martin 
Aeronautics Company, L1011 Technical 
Support Center, Dept. 6A4M, Zone 0579, 86 
South Cobb Drive, Marietta, GA 30063-0579; 
telephone 770-494-5444; fax 770-494-5445; 
email L1011.support@lmco.com; Internet 
http://www.lockheedmartin.com/ams/tools/ 
TechPubs.html. 

(4) You may view this service information 
at FAA, Transport Airplane Directorate, 1601 
Lind Avenue SW., Renton, Washington. For 
information on the availability of this 
material at the FAA, call 425-227-1221. 

(5) You may view this service information 
that is incorporated by reference at the 
National Archives and Records 
Administration (NARA). For information on 
the availability of this material at NARA, call 
202-741-6030, or go to: http:// 
www.archives.gov/federal-register/cfr/ibr- 
locations.html. 

Issued in Renton, Washington, on 
September 23, 2014. 

Dionne Palermo, 

Acting Manager, Transport Airplane 
Directorate, Aircraft Certification Service. 
IFR Doc. 2014-23378 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P 





DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 73 


[Docket No. FAA-2014-0722; Airspace 
Docket No. 14-AWP-9] 


RIN 2120—AA66 
Change of Controlling Agency for 
Restricted Areas; California 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule; technical 
amendment. 





SUMMARY: This action updates the name 
of the controlling agency for restricted 
areas R—-2502N Fort Irwin, CA; R-2505 
China Lake, CA; R-2506 China Lake 
South, CA; R-2508 Complex, CA; R— 
2515 Muroc Lake, CA and R-2524 
Trona, CA to read “FAA, Joshua Control 
Facility, Edwards AFB, CA.” This is an 
administrative change only as there are 
no changes to the dimensions, time of 
designation or activities conducted 
within the affected restricted areas. 
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DATES: Effective date: 0901 UTC, 
January 8, 2015. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jason Stahl, Airspace Policy and 
Regulations Group, Office of Airspace 
Services, Federal Aviation 
Administration, 800 Independence 
Avenue SW., Washington, DC 20591; 
telephone: (202) 267-8783. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


The Rule 


This action amends Title 14 Code of 
Federal Regulations (14 CFR) part 73 by 
amending the controlling agency name 
for the following Restricted Areas 
located in California: R-2502N Fort 
Irwin, CA, R—2505 China Lake, CA, R— 
2506 China Lake South, CA, R-2508 
Complex, CA, R-2515 Muroc Lake, CA, 
and R-2524 Trona, CA. The controlling 
agency for these restricted areas is 
changed from “FAA, Hi-Desert 
TRACON, Edwards AFB, CA” to “FAA, 
Joshua Control Facility, Edwards AFB, 
GA.” 

This is an administrative change to 
update the name of the controlling 
agency for the above listed restricted 
areas. It does not affect the boundaries, 
designated altitudes, or activities 
conducted within the restricted areas; 
therefore, notice and public procedure 
under 5 U.S.C. 553(b) are unnecessary. 

The FAA has determined that this 
action only involves an established 
body of technical regulations for which 
frequent and routine amendments are 
necessary to keep them operationally 
current. Therefore, this regulation: (1) is 
not a “significant regulatory action”’ 
under Executive Order 12866; (2) is not 
a ‘‘significant rule’ under DOT 
Regulatory Policies and Procedures (44 
FR 11034; February 26, 1979); and (3) 
does not warrant preparation of a 
regulatory evaluation as the anticipated 
impact is so minimal. Since this is a 
routine matter that only affects air traffic 
procedures and air navigation, it is 
certified that this rule, when 
promulgated, does not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities under the 
criteria of the Regulatory Flexibility Act. 

The FAA’s authority to issue rules 
regarding aviation safety is found in 
Title 49 of the United States Code. 
Subtitle I, Section 106 describes the 
authority of the FAA Administrator. 
Subtitle VII, Aviation Programs, 
describes in more detail the scope of the 
agency’s authority. 

This rulemaking is promulgated 
under the authority described in 
Subtitle VII, Part A, Subpart I, Section 
40103. Under that section, the FAA is 
charged with prescribing regulations to 





assign the use of the airspace necessary 
to ensure the safety of aircraft and the 
efficient use of airspace. This regulation 
is within the scope of that authority as 
it amends the descriptions of restricted 
areas to reflect current facility names. 


Environmental Review 


The FAA has determined that this 
action qualifies for categorical exclusion 
under the National Environmental 
Policy Act in accordance with FAA 
Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: 
Policies and Procedures, paragraph 
311d. This airspace action is an 
administrative change to the 
descriptions of the affected restricted 
areas to update the controlling agency 
name. It does not alter the dimensions, 
altitudes, or times of designation of the 
airspace; therefore, it is not expected to 
cause any potentially significant 
environmental impacts, and no 
extraordinary circumstances exists that 
warrant preparation of an 
environmental assessment. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 73 


Airspace, Prohibited areas, Restricted 
areas. 


Adoption of the Amendment 


In consideration of the foregoing, the 
Federal Aviation Administration 
amends 14 CFR part 73, as follows: 


PART 73—SPECIAL USE AIRSPACE 


m 1. The authority citation for part 73 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40103, 40113, 
40120; E.O. 10854, 24 FR 9565, 3 CFR, 1959-— 
1963 Comp., p. 389. 


§73.25 [Amended] 
mw 2.§ 73.25 is amended as follows: 


* * * * * 


R-2502N Fort Irwin, CA [Amended] 


By removing the current controlling 
agency and adding in its place: 

“Controlling agency. FAA, Joshua 
Control Facility, Edwards AFB, CA.” 


* * * * * 


R-2505 China Lake, CA [Amended] 


By removing the current controlling 
agency and adding in its place: 

“Controlling agency. FAA, Joshua 
Control Facility, Edwards AFB, CA.” 


R-2506 China Lake South, CA 
[Amended] 


By removing the current controlling 
agency and adding in its place: 

“Controlling agency. FAA, Joshua 
Control Facility, Edwards AFB, CA.” 


* * * * * 


R-2508 Complex, CA [Amended] 


By removing the current controlling 
agency and adding in its place: 

“Controlling agency. FAA, Joshua 
Control Facility, Edwards AFB, CA.” 


* * * * * 


R-2515 Muroc Lake, CA [Amended] 


By removing the current controlling 
agency and adding in its place: 

“Controlling agency. FAA, Joshua 
Control Facility, Edwards AFB, CA.” 


* * * * * 


R-2524 Trona, CA [Amended] 


By removing the current controlling 
agency and adding in its place: 

“Controlling agency. FAA, Joshua 
Control Facility, Edwards AFB, CA.” 


* * * * * 


Issued in Washington, DC, on September 
25, 2014. 
Gary A. Norek, 
Manager, Airspace Policy Regulations Group. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23662 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


24 CFR Parts 5 and 232 
[Docket No. FR-5794-N-02] 


Federal Housing Administration (FHA): 
Section 232 Healthcare Facility 
Insurance Program—Submission of 
Operator Financial Reports in 
Accordance With HUD’s Uniform 
Financial Reporting Standards: 
Commencement of Compliance 


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Housing—Federal Housing 
Commissioner, HUD. 

ACTION: Announcement of 
commencement of compliance. 


SUMMARY: On September 16, 2014, HUD 
published an interim rule that revised 
the financial reporting deadlines for 
operators participating in FHA’s 
program for insurance of health care 
facilities under section 232 of the 
National Housing Act (Section 232 
program) to bring the operators in-line 
with the reporting periods prescribed in 
HUD’s Uniform Financial Reporting 
Standards. In accordance with HUD’s 
regulations implementing its Uniform 
Financial Reporting Standards, HUD is 
providing notice that it has issued 
guidance on the manner in which the 
reports by operators are to be submitted 
to HUD. 


DATES: Compliance date: December 2, 
2014. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Vance T. Morris, Office of Residential 
Care Facilities, Office of Healthcare 
Programs, Office of Housing, 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, 451 7th Street SW., Room 
6264, Washington, DC 20410-8000; 
telephone number 202—708—0599 (this 
is not a toll-free number). Persons with 
hearing or speech impairments may 
access this number through TTY by 
calling the toll-free Federal Relay 
Service at 1-800-877-8339. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Through a 
final rule published on September 7, 
2012, at 77 FR 5512, HUD revised and 
updated the regulations for FHA’s 
Section 232 program, regulations that 
had not been revised since 1996. HUD 
revised the Section 232 program 
regulations to reflect current policy and 
practices, and improve accountability 
and strengthen risk management in the 
Section 232 program. 

Included in the updates made by the 
2012 rulemaking were revisions to 24 
CFR 5.801 (Uniform Financial Reporting 
Standards) and 24 CFR 232.1009 
(Financial Reports), both of which 
contained reporting requirements 
applicable to the Section 232 program. 
HUD revised these regulatory sections to 
include operators of projects insured or 
held by HUD as entities that must 
submit financial statements to HUD. 
Owners and borrowers have long been 
required to submit financial reports. 
Sections 5.801(c)(4) and 232.1009 
provide that operators must submit 
financial statements to HUD quarterly 
within 30 calendar days of the date of 
the end of each fiscal quarter, and 60 
calendar days from the end of the fiscal- 
year-end. The other entities in the 
Section 232 program required to submit 
reports were provided slightly longer 
periods to prepare and submit the 
reports than that provided to operators. 
Accordingly, the September 7, 2012, 
rule placed operators on a different 
submission deadline than that required 
of owners. 

HUD’s interim rule published on 
September 16, 2014, at 79 FR 55360, 
revised the financial reporting deadlines 
for operators to bring them in-line with 
the reporting periods prescribed in 
HUD’s Uniform Financial Reporting 
Standards, to which owners and 
borrowers are subject. The interim rule 
increases the amount of time operators 
have to comply with the reporting 
requirements provided in §§ 5.801(c)(4) 
and 232.1009. The interim rule provides 
that operators will have an additional 30 
calendar days to comply with the 
financial statement reporting 
requirements. Operators will now have 





60 calendar days following the end of a 
fiscal quarter and 90 calendar days 
following the end of the fiscal-year-end 
quarter to comply with HUD’s financial 
statement reporting requirements. 
Section 5.801(d)(4) of HUD’s Uniform 
Financial Reporting Standards 
regulations provides that operators of 
projects with Section 232 insured 
mortgages (the entities described in 
§ 5.801(a)(6)) must comply with the 
requirements of § 5.801 with respect to 
fiscal years commencing on or after the 
date that is 60 calendar days after the 
date on which HUD announces, through 
Federal Register notice, that it has 
issued guidance on the manner in 
which these reports will be transmitted 
to HUD. 


This document serves as the notice 
required by § 5.801(d)(4) that HUD has 
issued guidance on the manner in 
which the operator financial reports will 
be transmitted to HUD. That guidance 
can be found under the Guidance for 
Lenders’ Operator Financial Statement 
section at http://portal.hud.gov/ 
hudportal/HUD?src=/federal_housing_ 
administration/healthcare_facilities/ 
residential care. Accordingly, operators 
must comply with the operator financial 
report requirements for fiscal years 
commencing on or after December 2, 
2014. 


Information Collection Requirements 


The information collection 
requirements contained in this rule 
were reviewed by the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) under 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501-3520), and assigned 
OMB Control Number 2502-0605. In 
accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, an agency may not 
conduct or sponsor, and a person is not 
required to respond to, a collection of 
information, unless the collection 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number. 


Dated: September 26, 2014. 


Carol J. Galante, 

Assistant Secretary for Housing—Federal 
Housing Commissioner. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23484 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 


Coast Guard 


33 CFR Part 100 
[Docket No. USCG-2014-0606] 
RIN 1625-AA00 


Eighth Coast Guard District Annual 
Safety Zones; Three Rivers Towing 
Association Head of the Ohio Regatta; 
Allegheny River Mile 0.0 to 3.3; 
Pittsburgh, PA 


AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS. 
ACTION: Notice of enforcement of 
regulation. 





SUMMARY: The Coast Guard will enforce 
a safety zone for the Three Rivers 
Towing Association Head of the Ohio 
Regatta on the Allegheny River, from 
mile 0.0 to 3.3, extending the entire 
width of the river. This zone will be in 
effect on October 4, 2014 from 6:00 a.m. 
until 6:00 p.m. This zone is needed to 
protect vessels transiting the area and 
event spectators from the hazards 
associated with the Three Rivers 
Towing Association Head of the Ohio 
Regatta. During the enforcement period, 
entry into, transiting, or anchoring in 
the safety zone is prohibited to all 
vessels not registered with the sponsor 
as participants or official patrol vessels, 
unless specifically authorized by the 
Captain of the Port (COTP) Pittsburgh or 
a designated representative. 

DATES: The regulations in 33 CFR 
100.801 will be enforced with actual 
notice on October 4, 2014. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: If 
you have questions on this notice of 
enforcement, call or email Ariana 
Mohnke, Marine Safety Unit Pittsburgh, 
U.S. Coast Guard, at telephone (412) 
644-5808, email 
Ariana.L.Mohnke@uscg.mil. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Coast 
Guard will enforce the Safety Zone for 
the annual Three Rivers Towing 
Association Head of the Ohio Regatta 
listed in 33 CFR 100.801 Table 1, Entry 
No. 31; Sector Ohio Valley. 

Under the provisions of 33 CFR 
100.801, entry into the safety zone listed 
in Table 1, Entry No. 31; Sector Ohio 
Valley is prohibited unless authorized 
by the COTP or a designated 
representative. Persons or vessels 
desiring to enter into or passage through 
the safety zone must request permission 
from the COTP Pittsburgh or a 
designated representative. If permission 
is granted, all persons and vessels shall 
comply with the instructions of the 
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COTP Pittsburgh or designated 
representative. 

This notice is issued under authority 
of 5 U.S.C. 552(a); 33 U.S.C. 1231; 46 
U.S.C. Chapter 701, 3306, 3703; 50 
U.S.C. 191, 195; 33 CFR 1.05-1, 6.04—1, 
6.04-6, and 160.5; Public Law 107-295, 
116 Stat. 2064; Department of Homeland 
Security Delegation No. 0170.1. In 
addition to this notice in the Federal 
Register, the Coast Guard will provide 
the maritime community with advance 
notification of this enforcement period 
via Local Notice to Mariners and 
updates via Marine Information 
Broadcasts. 

If the COTP Pittsburgh or designated 
representative determines that the safety 
zone need not be enforced for the full 
duration stated in this notice of 
enforcement, he or she may use a 
Broadcast Notice to Mariners to grant 
general permission to enter the 
regulated area. 

Dated: September 8, 2014. 

L. N. Weaver, 

Commander, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of 
the Port, Pittsburgh. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23652 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 9110-04-P 





DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 


Coast Guard 


33 CFR Part 165 
[Docket Number USCG-2014-0831] 
RIN 1625-AA00 


Safety Zone, Tennessee River Between 
Mile 4.8 to 5.8; Ledbetter, KY 


AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS. 
ACTION: Temporary final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Coast Guard is 
establishing a temporary safety zone for 
all waters of the Tennessee River 
between mile 4.8 and 5.8. This safety 
zone is needed to protect persons, 
property, and infrastructure from 
potential damage and safety hazards 
associated with using explosives to 
demolish the section of the bridge that 
is over the navigation channel and the 
resulting recovery of the section from 
the waterway. Entry into the safety zone 
is prohibited unless specifically 
authorized by the Captain of the Port 
(COTP) Ohio Valley or a designated 
representative. 


DATES: This rule is effective without 
actual notice from October 3, 2014 until 
October 31, 2014. For the purposes of 
enforcement, actual notice will be used 





from September 16, 2014, until October 
3, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: Documents mentioned in 
this preamble are part of docket [USCG— 
2014-0831]. To view documents 
mentioned in this preamble as being 
available in the docket, go to http:// 
www.regulations.gov, type the docket 
number in the “SEARCH” box and click 
“SEARCH.” Click on Open Docket 
Folder on the line associated with this 
rulemaking. You may also visit the 
Docket Management Facility in Room 
W12-140 on the ground floor of the 
Department of Transportation West 
Building, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., 
Washington, DC 20590, between 9 a.m. 
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: If 
you have questions on this rule, call or 
email Chief Heather Norman, Marine 
Safety Unit Paducah Waterways 
Management Branch, U.S. Coast Guard; 
telephone 270-442-1621, email 
Heather.Norman@uscg.mil. If you have 
questions on viewing or submitting 
material to the docket, call Cheryl F. 
Collins, Program Manager, Docket 
Operations, telephone 202-366-9826. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Table of Acronyms 


APA Administrative Procedure Act 
BNM_ Broadcast Notice to Mariners 
COTP Captain of the Port 

DHS Department of Homeland Security 
FR Federal Register 

LNM Local Notice to Mariners 

MM_ Mile Marker 

NPRM_ Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 


A. Regulatory History and Information 


The Coast Guard is issuing this 
temporary final rule without prior 
notice and opportunity to comment 
pursuant to authority under section 4(a) 
of the Administrative Procedure Act 
(APA) (5 U.S.C. 553(b)). This provision 
authorizes an agency to issue a rule 
without prior notice and opportunity to 
comment when the agency for good 
cause finds that those procedures are 
“impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary 
to the public interest.’’ Under 5 U.S.C. 
553(b)(B), the Coast Guard finds that 
good cause exists for not publishing a 
notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) 
with respect to this rule. 

On September 16, 2014 demolition 
will begin on the George Rogers Clark 
Memorial Bridge at mile 5.3 Tennessee 
River, creating a hazardous condition. 
This situation requires immediate 
emergency safety measures to protect 
persons and property, and a safety zone 
is in effect to stop all vessel traffic from 
transiting from mile 4.8 to mile 5.8 
Tennessee River. Deviation from this 





rule may be requested from the Captain 
of the Port and requests to deviate and 
transit through this area may be 
permitted on a case-by-case basis. Once 
demolition and recovery of bridge 
debris is completed, the safety zone will 
be canceled. Delaying this rulemaking to 
provide a comment period before 
implementing the necessary safety zone 
would be contrary to the public interest 
by delaying the immediate action 
needed to protect persons, property, and 
infrastructure from the potential damage 
and safety hazards associated with the 
demolition of this bridge. 

For the same reasons, under 5 U.S.C. 
553(d)(3), the Coast Guard finds that 
good cause exists for making this 
emergency rule effective less than 30 
days after publication in the Federal 
Register. Providing 30 days notice 
would be contrary to public interest 
because immediate action is needed to 
protect life and property from the 
hazards associated safety concerns of 
the George Rogers Clark Memorial 
Bridge demolition at mile 5.3 Tennessee 
River. 


B. Basis and Purpose 


The legal basis and authorities for this 
rule are found in 33 U.S.C. 1231, 46 
U.S.C. Chapter 701, 3306, 3703; 50 
U.S.C. 191, 195; 33 CFR 1.05—1, 6.04—1, 
6.04-6, and 160.5; Public Law 107-295, 
116 Stat. 2064; and Department of 
Homeland Security Delegation No. 
0170.1, which collectively authorize the 
Coast Guard to establish and define 
safety zones. 

The purpose of this safety zone is to 
protect persons and vessels from the 
bridge demolition operations, which 
pose a significant safety hazard at mile 
5.3 Tennessee River. For this reason, the 
Coast Guard is prohibiting entry into 
this zone by all vessels during the 
enforcement period unless authorized 
by the COTP Ohio Valley or a 
designated representative. 


C. Discussion of the Rule 


The Coast Guard is establishing a 
temporary safety zone on the Tennessee 
River from mile 4.8 to 5.8, extending the 
entire width of the river. Entry into this 
zone is prohibited to all vessels and 
persons unless specifically authorized 
by the COTP Sector Ohio Valley or a 
designated representative. 

This rule is effective and enforceable 
with actual notice on September 16, 
2014 through October 31, 2014, or until 
all demolition debris has been removed 
from the waterway and deemed to no 
longer pose a threat to the public. At 
that time the safety zone will be 
canceled. Any exceptions to these 
operational restrictions must be 
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authorized by the COTP Ohio Valley or 
a designated representative. The COTP 
or a designated representative may be 
contacted by telephone at 502—779- 
5422. 

D. Regulatory Analyses 


We developed this rule after 
considering numerous statutes and 
executive orders related to rulemaking. 
Below we summarize our analyses 
based on a number of these statutes or 
executive orders. 


1. Regulatory Planning and Review 


This rule is not a significant 
regulatory action under section 3(f) of 
Executive Order 12866, Regulatory 
Planning and Review, as supplemented 
by Executive Order 13563, Improving 
Regulation and Regulatory Review, and 
does not require an assessment of 
potential costs and benefits under 
section 6(a)(3) of Executive Order 12866 
or under section 1 of Executive Order 
13563. The Office of Management and 
Budget has not reviewed it under those 
Orders. This rule establishes a 
temporary safety zone for vessels on all 
waters of the Tennessee River, 
extending the entire width from mile 4.8 
to 5.8. Notifications to the marine 
community will be made through 
Broadcast Notices to Mariners (BNM). 
The impacts on routine navigation are 
expected to be minimal as the 
restrictions will be enforced only as 
necessary while demolition and debris 
recovery operations of the George 
Rogers Clark Memorial Bridge, mile 5.3 
Tennessee River, are conducted. After 
demolition and debris recovery 
operations are complete, the safety zone 
will be canceled. Additionally, 
deviation from the safety zone 
restriction may be requested from the 
COTP Ohio Valley or designated 
representative and will be considered 
on a case-by-case basis. 


2. Impact on Small Entities 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 
(RFA), 5 U.S.C. 601-612, as amended, 
requires federal agencies to consider the 
potential impact of regulations on small 
entities during rulemaking. The Coast 
Guard certifies under 5 U.S.C. 605(b) 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. The Coast 
Guard certifies under 5 U.S.C. 605(b) 
that this rule will not have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 

This rule will affect the following 
entities, some of which may be small 
entities: the owners or operators of 
vessels intending to transit the 
Tennessee River from mile 4.8 to 5.8 


from September 16, 2014 through 
October 31, 2014. This safety zone will 
not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities. Traffic in this area is limited to 
almost entirely recreational vessels and 
commercial towing vessels, and the 
restrictions will be enforced only as 
necessary while the demolition and 
debris removal of the George Rogers 
Clark Memorial Bridge is being 
conducted. When this is completed, the 
safety zone will be canceled. Deviation 
from the safety zone restriction may be 
requested from the COTP Ohio Valley or 
designated representative and will be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. 


3. Assistance for Small Entities 


Under section 213(a) of the Small 
Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-121), 
we want to assist small entities in 
understanding this rule. If the rule 
would affect your small business, 
organization, or governmental 
jurisdiction and you have questions 
concerning its provisions or options for 
compliance, please contact the person 
listed in the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT, above. 

Small businesses may send comments 
on the actions of Federal employees 
who enforce, or otherwise determine 
compliance with, Federal regulations to 
the Small Business and Agriculture 
Regulatory Enforcement Ombudsman 
and the Regional Small Business 
Regulatory Fairness Boards. The 
Ombudsman evaluates these actions 
annually and rates each agency’s 
responsiveness to small business. If you 
wish to comment on actions by 
employees of the Coast Guard, call 1- 
888—REG-—FAIR (1-888-734-3247). The 
Coast Guard will not retaliate against 
small entities that question or complain 
about this rule or any policy or action 
of the Coast Guard. 


4. Collection of Information 


This rule will not call for a new 
collection of information under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501-3520). 


5. Federalism 


A rule has implications for federalism 
under Executive Order 13132, 
Federalism, if it has a substantial direct 
effect on the States, on the relationship 
between the national government and 
the States, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities among the 
various levels of government. We have 
analyzed this rule under that Order and 
determined that this rule does not have 
implications for federalism. 





6. Protest Activities 


The Coast Guard respects the First 
Amendment rights of protesters. 
Protesters are asked to contact the 
person listed in the FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT section to 
coordinate protest activities so that your 
message can be received without 
jeopardizing the safety or security of 
people, places or vessels. 


7. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 


The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531-1538) requires 
Federal agencies to assess the effects of 
their discretionary regulatory actions. In 
particular, the Act addresses actions 
that may result in the expenditure by a 
State, local, or tribal government, in the 
aggregate, or by the private sector of 
$100,000,000 (adjusted for inflation) or 
more in any one year. Though this rule 
will not result in such an expenditure, 
we do discuss the effects of this rule 
elsewhere in this preamble. 


8. Taking of Private Property 


This rule will not cause a taking of 
private property or otherwise have 
taking implications under Executive 
Order 12630, Governmental Actions and 
Interference with Constitutionally 
Protected Property Rights. 


9. Civil Justice Reform 


This rule meets applicable standards 
in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of Executive 
Order 12988, Civil Justice Reform, to 
minimize litigation, eliminate 
ambiguity, and reduce burden. 


10. Protection of Children 


We have analyzed this rule under 
Executive Order 13045, Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks. This rule is not 
an economically significant rule and 
does not create an environmental risk to 
health or risk to safety that may 
disproportionately affect children. 


11. Indian Tribal Governments 


This rule does not have tribal 
implications under Executive Order 
13175, Consultation and Coordination 
with Indian Tribal Governments, 
because it does not have a substantial 
direct effect on one or more Indian 
tribes, on the relationship between the 
Federal Government and Indian tribes, 
or on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities between the Federal 
Government and Indian tribes. 


12. Energy Effects 


This action is not a “significant 
energy action” under Executive Order 
13211, Actions Concerning Regulations 
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That Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or Use. 


13. Technical Standards 


This rule does not use technical 
standards. Therefore, we did not 
consider the use of voluntary consensus 
standards. 


14. Environment 


We have analyzed this rule under 
Department of Homeland Security 
Management Directive 023-01 and 
Commandant Instruction M16475.1D, 
which guide the Coast Guard in 
complying with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4370f), and 
have concluded this action is one of a 
category of actions which do not 
individually or cumulatively have a 
significant effect on the human 
environment. This rule involves the 
creation of a safety zone in response to 
an emergency situation. The safety zone 
is implemented to protect persons and 
property due to a structurally deficient 
bridge at mile 5.3 Tennessee River. This 
rule is categorically excluded from 
further review under paragraph 34(g) of 
Figure 2-1 of the Commandant 
Instruction. An environmental analysis 
checklist and a categorical exclusion 
determination will be made available as 
indicated under the ADDRESSES section. 


List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165 


Harbors, Marine safety, Navigation 
(water), Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Security measures, 
Waterways. 

For the reasons discussed in the 
preamble, the Coast Guard amends 33 
CFR Part 165 as follows: 


PART 165—REGULATED NAVIGATION 
AREAS AND LIMITED ACCESS AREAS 


w 1. The authority citation for part 165 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1231; 46 U.S.C. 
Chapter 701, 3306, 3703; 50 U.S.C. 191, 195; 
33 CFR 1.05-1, 6.04—1, 6.04—-6, 160.5; Pub. L. 
107-295, 116 Stat. 2064; Department of 
Homeland Security Delegation No. 0170.1 


m 2. Anew temporary § 165.T08—0831 is 
added to read as follows: 


§ 165.T08-0831 Safety Zone, Tennessee 
River MM 4.8 to 5.8; Ledbetter, KY. 

(a) Location. The following area is a 
safety zone: All waters of the Tennessee 
River from mile 4.8 to 5.8, extending the 
entire width of the river. 

(b) Effective dates. This safety zone is 
effective and enforceable with actual 
notice on September 16, 2014 through 
October 31, 2014 or until the demolition 
and debris removal of the George Rogers 


Clark Memorial Bridge is completed and 
no longer poses a threat to the public. 
At that time the safety zone will be 
canceled. 

(c) Regulations. (1) In accordance with 
the general regulations in § 165.23 of 
this part, entry into this zone is 
prohibited unless authorized by the 
Captain of the Port (COTP) Ohio Valley 
or a designated representative. 

(2) All persons and vessels shall 
comply with the instructions of the 
COTP and designated on-scene patrol 
personnel. On-scene patrol personnel 
include commissioned, warrant, and 
petty officers of the U.S. Coast Guard. 

(3) Persons or vessels may request 
deviation from the safety zone 
restriction prescribed under paragraph 
(c)(1) of this section from the COTP 
Ohio Valley or a designated 
representative who may be a 
commissioned, warrant, or petty officer 
of the Coast Guard. The COTP Ohio 
Valley may be contacted by telephone at 
1-800-253-7465 or on VHF-FM 
channel 16. 

(d) Informational broadcasts. The 
COTP, Ohio Valley or a designated 
representative will inform the public 
through broadcast notices to mariners 
(BNM) of the effective period for the 
safety zone and of any changes in the 
effective period, size, or restrictions of 
the safety zone. 

Dated: September 16, 2014. 

R.V. Timme, 

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of the 
Port Ohio Valley. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23653 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 9110-04-P 





DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 


Coast Guard 


33 CFR Part 165 
[Docket Number USCG-201 4—0855] 
RIN 1625-AA00 


Safety Zone, Navy Exercise, Delaware 
Bay and Atlantic Ocean; Cape May, NJ 


AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS. 
ACTION: Temporary final rule. 


SUMMARY: The Coast Guard is 
establishing three temporary safety 
zones on the waters of the Delaware Bay 
and North Atlantic Ocean adjacent to 
Cape May, New Jersey. The safety zones 
will restrict vessel traffic on a portion of 
the Delaware Bay and North Atlantic 
Ocean while a Navy exercise is taking 
place. These temporary safety zones are 
necessary to protect the surrounding 


public and vessels from the hazards 
associated the exercise. 

DATES: This rule is effective October 3, 
2014 through October 24, 2014 and will 
be enforced from October 16, 2014 to 
October 24, 2014 from 6:00 a.m. until 
8:00 p.m. each day. 

ADDRESSES: Documents mentioned in 
this preamble are part of docket [USCG— 
2014-0855]. To view documents 
mentioned in this preamble as being 
available in the docket, go to http:// 
www.regulations.gov, type the docket 
number in the ““SEARCH”’ box and click 
“SEARCH.” Click on Open Docket 
Folder on the line associated with this 
rulemaking. You may also visit the 
Docket Management Facility in Room 
W12-140 on the ground floor of the 
Department of Transportation West 
Building, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., 
Washington, DC 20590, between 9 a.m. 
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: If 
you have questions on this rule, call or 
email If you have questions on this 
temporary rule, call or email Lieutenant 
Brennan Dougherty, U.S. Coast Guard, 
Sector Delaware Bay, Chief Waterways 
Management Division, Coast Guard; 
telephone (215) 271-4851, email 
Brennan.P.Dougherty@uscg.mil. If you 
have questions on viewing or submitting 
material to the docket, call Chery] 
Collins, Program Manager, Docket 
Operations, telephone (202) 366-9826. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Table of Acronyms 


DHS Department of Homeland Security 
FR Federal Register 
NPRM_ Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 


A. Regulatory History and Information 


The Coast Guard is issuing this final 
rule without prior notice and 
opportunity to comment pursuant to 
authority under section 4(a) of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (APA) 

(5 U.S.C. 553(b)). This provision 
authorizes an agency to issue a rule 
without prior notice and opportunity to 
comment when the agency for good 
cause finds that those procedures are 
“impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary 
to the public interest.’ Under 5 U.S.C. 
553(b)(B), the Coast Guard finds that 
good cause exists for not publishing a 
notice of proposed rulemaking (NPRM) 
with respect to this rule as publishing 
an NPRM is impracticable given that the 
final details for this event were not 
received by the Coast Guard until 
September 8, 2014, and this exercise is 
scheduled to take place from October 
16, 2014 to October 24, 2014. Further, 
allowing this event to go forward 
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without these safety zones in place 
would expose mariners and the public 
to unnecessary dangers associated with 
this exercise contrary to the public 
interest. Vessels transiting or attempting 
to transit through these areas may be at 
risk, and therefore the safety zones are 
needed to protect the public from the 
hazards associated with this exercise. 
Therefore, delay in taking action is both 
impracticable and contrary to public 
interest. 

Under 5 U.S.C. 553(d)(3), the Coast 
Guard finds that good cause exists for 
making this rule effective less than 30 
days after publication in the Federal 
Register as any delay encountered in 
this regulation’s effective date would be 
contrary to public interest because 
immediate action is needed to provide 
for the safety of life and property from 
the hazards associated with the naval 
exercise. 


B. Basis and Purpose 


The legal basis for the rule is the 
Coast Guard’s authority to establish 
regulated navigation areas and other 
limited access areas: 33 U.S.C. 1231; 46 
U.S.C. Chapter 701, 3306, 3703; 50 
U.S.C. 191, 195; 33 CFR 1.05-1, 6.04-1, 
6.04—6, 160.5; Public Law 107-295, 116 
Stat. 2064; Department of Homeland 
Security Delegation No. 0170.1. 

From October 16, 2014, until October 
24, 2014, a Navy exercise will take place 
in a portion of the Delaware Bay and the 
North Atlantic Ocean near Cape May, 
New Jersey. This regulation is necessary 
because of the ongoing hazards 
associated with the exercise. Once 
operations are concluded, an 
informational broadcast will inform 
mariners that the saftey zone is no 
longer being enforced. The Captain of 
the Port is establishing this safety zone 
to ensure the safety of life and property 
of all mariners and vessels transiting the 
local area. 


C. Discussion of the Final Rule 


To mitigate the risks associated with 
the Navy exercise, the Captain of the 
Port, Sector Delaware Bay will enforce 
temporary safety zones in Delaware Bay 
and the North Atlantic Ocean near Cape 
May, New Jersey. The safety zones will 
encompass two areas within Delaware 
Bay and one area in the North Atlantic 
Ocean. 

The first safety zone will encompass 
all waters of the Delaware Bay, bounded 
by a line connecting the following 
points; latitude 38°54’10” N, longitude 
075°03’12” W thence north to latitude 
39°02’24” N, longitude 075°02’38” W 
thence east to latitude 39°02’24” N, 
longitude 075°01’42” W thence 
southeast to latitude 38°54’22” N, 


longitude 075°01'18” W thence west to 
point of origin. 

The second safety zone will 
encompass all waters of the Delaware 
Bay bounded by a line connecting the 
following points; latitude 38°54/17” N, 
longitude 075°07’50” W thence 
northwest to latitude 39°04’06” N, 
longitude 075°13’54” W thence 
northeast to latitude 39°04’39” N, 
longitude 074°12’39” W thence 
southeast to latitude 38°55’04” N, 
longitude 075°06’38” W thence 
southwest to point of origin. 

The third safety zone will encompass 
a portion of the North Atlantic Ocean 
bounded by a line connecting the 
following points; latitude 38°49’57” N, 
longitude 074°47'41” W thence 
northeast to latitude 38°54’28” N, 
longitude 074°43'15” W thence 
southeast to latitude 38°54’11” N, 
longitude 074°42’45” W thence 
southwest to latitude 38°49’39” N, 
longitude 074°47'10” W thence 
northwest to point of origin, off the 
coast of Cape May, NJ. 

All of the safety zones will be 
effective and enforced from October 16, 
2014 to October 24, 2014 from 6:00 a.m. 
until 8:00 p.m. each day. Entry into, 
transiting, or anchoring within the 
safety zone is prohibited. 

D. Regulatory Analyses 

We developed this rule after 
considering numerous statutes and 
executive orders related to rulemaking. 
Below we summarize our analyses 
based on these statutes or executive 
orders. 

1. Regulatory Planning and Review 

This rule is not a significant 
regulatory action under section 3(f) of 
Executive Order 12866, Regulatory 
Planning and Review, as supplemented 
by Executive Order 13563, Improving 
Regulation and Regulatory Review, and 
does not require an assessment of 
potential costs and benefits under 
section 6(a)(3) of Executive Order 12866 
or under section 1 of Executive Order 
13563. The Office of Management and 
Budget has not reviewed it under those 
Orders. Although this regulation will 
restrict access to the regulated area, the 
effect of this rule will not be significant 
because: (i) the Coast Guard will make 
extensive notification of the Safety Zone 
to the maritime public via maritime 
advisories so mariners can alter their 
plans accordingly; (ii) this rule will be 
enforced until the area is deemed safe 
to transit. 


2. Impact on Small Entities 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 
(RFA), 5 U.S.C. 601-612, as amended, 


requires federal agencies to consider the 
potential impact of regulations on small 
entities during rulemaking. The term 
“small entities’’ comprises small 
businesses, not-for-profit organizations 
that are independently owned and 
operated and are not dominant in their 
fields, and governmental jurisdictions 
with populations of less than 50,000. 
The Coast Guard certifies under 5 U.S.C. 
605(b) that this rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
This rule will affect the following 
entities, some of which may be small 
entities: the owners or operators of 
vessels intending to anchor or transit 
along a portion of Delaware Bay and 
North Atlantic Ocean adjacent to Cape 
May, New Jersey from October 16, 2014 
to October 24, 2014 from 6:00 a.m. until 
8:00 p.m. each day, unless cancelled 
earlier by the Captain of the Port once 
all operations are completed. Once 
operations are concluded, an 
informational broadcast will inform 
mariners that the safety zone is no 
longer being enforced. 

This safety zone will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities for 
the following reason: the zone is limited 
in size and duration. Sector Delaware 
Bay will issue maritime advisories 
widely available to users of the 
Delaware River. 


3. Assistance for Small Entities 


Under section 213(a) of the Small 
Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-121), 
we want to assist small entities in 
understanding this rule. If the rule 
would affect your small business, 
organization, or governmental 
jurisdiction and you have questions 
concerning its provisions or options for 
compliance, please contact the person 
listed in the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT, above. 

Small businesses may send comments 
on the actions of Federal employees 
who enforce, or otherwise determine 
compliance with, Federal regulations to 
the Small Business and Agriculture 
Regulatory Enforcement Ombudsman 
and the Regional Small Business 
Regulatory Fairness Boards. The 
Ombudsman evaluates these actions 
annually and rates each agency’s 
responsiveness to small business. If you 
wish to comment on actions by 
employees of the Coast Guard, call 1- 
888-—REG-—FAIR (1-888-734-3247). The 
Coast Guard will not retaliate against 
small entities that question or complain 
about this rule or any policy or action 
of the Coast Guard. 
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4. Collection of Information 


This rule will not call for a new 
collection of information under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501-3520). 


5. Federalism 


A rule has implications for federalism 
under Executive Order 13132, 
Federalism, if it has a substantial direct 
effect on the States, on the relationship 
between the national government and 
the States, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities among the 
various levels of government. We have 
analyzed this rule under that Order and 
determined that this rule does not have 
implications for federalism. 


6. Protest Activities 


The Coast Guard respects the First 
Amendment rights of protesters. 
Protesters are asked to contact the 
person listed in the FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT section to 
coordinate protest activities so that your 
message can be received without 
jeopardizing the safety or security of 
people, places or vessels. 


7. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 


The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531-1538) requires 
Federal agencies to assess the effects of 
their discretionary regulatory actions. In 
particular, the Act addresses actions 
that may result in the expenditure by a 
State, local, or tribal government, in the 
aggregate, or by the private sector of 
$100,000,000 (adjusted for inflation) or 
more in any one year. Though this rule 
will not result in such expenditure, we 
do discuss the effects of this rule 
elsewhere in this preamble. 


8. Taking of Private Property 


This rule will not cause a taking of 
private property or otherwise have 
taking implications under Executive 
Order 12630, Governmental Actions and 
Interference with Constitutionally 
Protected Property Rights. 

9. Civil Justice Reform 

This rule meets applicable standards 
in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of Executive 
Order 12988, Civil Justice Reform, to 
minimize litigation, eliminate 
ambiguity, and reduce burden. 


10. Protection of Children 


We have analyzed this rule under 
Executive Order 13045, Protection of 
Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks. This rule is not 
an economically significant rule and 
does not create an environmental risk to 
health or risk to safety that may 
disproportionately affect children. 


11. Indian Tribal Governments 


This rule does not have tribal 
implications under Executive Order 
13175, Consultation and Coordination 
with Indian Tribal Governments, 
because it does not have a substantial 
direct effect on one or more Indian 
tribes, on the relationship between the 
Federal Government and Indian tribes, 
or on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities between the Federal 
Government and Indian tribes. 


12. Energy Effects 


This action is not a ‘‘significant 
energy action’”’ under Executive Order 
13211, Actions Concerning Regulations 
That Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or Use. 


13. Technical Standards 


This rule does not use technical 
standards. Therefore, we did not 
consider the use of voluntary consensus 
standards. 


14. Environment 


We have analyzed this rule under 
Department of Homeland Security 
Management Directive 023-01 and 
Commandant Instruction M16475.1D, 
which guide the Coast Guard in 
complying with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA)(42 U.S.C. 4321-4370f), and 
have determined that this action is one 
of a category of actions that do not 
individually or cumulatively have a 
significant effect on the human 
environment. This rule involves 
implementation of regulations within 33 
CFR Part 165, applicable to safety zones 
on the navigable waterways. The zones 
will temporarily restrict vessel traffic 
from transiting a portion of the 
Delaware Bay and North Atlantic Ocean 
in vicinity of Cape May, New Jersey, in 
order to protect the safety of life and 
property on the waters until the exercise 
is complete. This rule is categorically 
excluded from further review under 
paragraph 34(g) of Figure 2-1 of the 
Commandant Instruction. An 
environmental analysis checklist 
supporting this determination and a 
Categorical Exclusion Determination are 
available in the docket where indicated 
under ADDRESSES. We seek any 
comments or information that may lead 
to the discovery of a significant 
environmental impact from this rule. 


List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165 


Harbors, Marine safety, Navigation 
(water), Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Security measures, 
Waterways. 


For the reasons discussed in the 
preamble, the Coast Guard amends 33 
CFR part 165 as follows: 


PART 165—REGULATED NAVIGATION 
AREAS AND LIMITED ACCESS AREAS 


w 1. The authority citation for part 165 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 33 U.S.C 1231; 46 U.S.C. 
Chapter 701, 3306, 3703; 50 U.S.C. 191, 195; 
33 CFR 1.05-1, 6.04—1, 6.04-6, 160.5; Pub. L. 
107-295, 116 Stat. 2064; Department of 
Homeland Security Delegation No. 0170.1 


m 2. Add temporary § 165.T05—0855 to 
read as follows 


§ 165.T05-0855 Safety Zones, Navy 
Exercise, Delaware Bay and Atlantic Ocean; 
Cape May, NJ. 

(a) Regulated area. The following 
areas are safety zones: (1) All waters of 
the Delaware Bay, bounded by a line 
connecting the following points: s all 
waters of the Delaware Bay, bounded by 
a line connecting the following points; 
latitude 38°54’10” N, longitude 
075°03'12” W thence north to latitude 
39°02'24” N, longitude 075°02’38” W 
thence east to latitude 39°02’24” N, 
longitude 075°01’42” W thence 
southeast to latitude 38°54’22” N, 
longitude 075°01'18” W thence west to 
point of origin. 

(2) All waters of the Delaware Bay 
bounded by a line connecting the 
following points; latitude 38°54’17” N, 
longitude 075°07’50” W thence 
northwest to latitude 39°04’06” N, 
longitude 075°13’54” W thence 
northeast to latitude 39°04’39” N, 
longitude 074°12’39” W thence 
southeast to latitude 38°55’04” N, 
longitude 075°06’38” W thence 
southwest to point of origin. 

(3) All waters of the North Atlantic 
Ocean bounded by a line connecting the 
following points; latitude 38°49’57” N, 
longitude 074°47’41” W thence 
northeast to latitude 38°54’28” N, 
longitude 074°43’15” W thence 
southeast to latitude 38°54’11” N, 
longitude 074°42’45” W thence 
southwest to latitude 38°49’39 ’N, 
longitude 074°4710” W thence 
northwest to point of origin, off the 
coast of Cape May, NJ. 

(b) Enforcement period. This rule will 
be enforced from October 16, 2014 to 
October 24, 2014 from 6:00 a.m. until 
8:00 p.m. each day, unless cancelled 
earlier by the Captain of the Port once 
all operations are completed. 

(c) Regulations. All persons are 
required to comply with the general 
regulations governing safety zones in 33 
CFR 165.23 of this part. 

(1) This section applies to all vessels 
wishing to transit through the Safety 
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Zone except vessels that are engaged in 
the following operations: 

(i) Enforcing laws; 

(ii) Servicing aids to navigation; and 

(iii) Emergency response vessels. 

(2) No person or vessel may enter or 
remain in a safety zone without the 
permission of the Captain of the Port; 

(3) Each person and vessel in a safety 
zone shall obey any direction or order 
of the Captain of the Port; 

(4) No person may board, or take or 
place any article or thing on board, any 
vessel in a safety zone without the 
permission of the Captain of the Port; 
and 

(5) No person may take or place any 
article or thing upon any waterfront 
facility in a safety zone without the 
permission of the Captain of the Port. 

(d) Definitions. The Captain of the 
Port means the Commander of Sector 
Delaware Bay or any Coast Guard 
commissioned, warrant, or petty officer 
who has been authorized by the Captain 
of the Port to act on her behalf. 

(e) Enforcement. The U.S. Coast 
Guard may be assisted in the patrol and 
enforcement of the Safety Zone by 
Federal, State, and local agencies. 

Dated: September 23, 2014. 

K. Moore, 

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of the 
Port Delaware Bay. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23659 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 9110-04-P 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 52 


[EPA-R10-—OAR-2014—0141; FRL-9917-10- 
Region-10] 


Approval and Promulgation of 
Implementation Plans; Washington: 
General Regulations for Air Pollution 
Sources 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is approving revisions to 
the Washington State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) submitted by the Department 
of Ecology (Ecology) on January 27, 
2014. These revisions were submitted in 
accordance with the requirements of 
section 110 of the Clean Air Act, which 
requires states to develop a plan for the 
implementation, maintenance, and 
enforcement of the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The 
revisions update the general air quality 
regulations that apply to sources within 





Ecology’s jurisdiction, except for major 
source specific provisions which the 
EPA is addressing separately. 

DATES: This final rule is effective on 
November 3, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: The EPA has established a 
docket for this action under Docket ID 
No. EPA—R10—OAR-2014-0141. All 
documents in the docket are listed on 
the www.regulations.gov Web site. 
Although listed in the index, some 
information is not publicly available, 
e.g., Confidential Business Information 
(CBI) or other information the disclosure 
of which is restricted by statute. Certain 
other material, such as copyrighted 
material, is not placed on the Internet 
and will be publicly available only in 
hard copy form. Publicly available 
docket materials are available either 
electronically through 
www.regulations.gov or in hard copy at 
the Air Programs Unit, Office of Air 
Waste and Toxics, EPA Region 10, 1200 
Sixth Avenue, Seattle, WA, 98101. The 
EPA requests that if at all possible, you 
contact the individual listed in the FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT section to 
view the hard copy of the docket. You 
may view the hard copy of the docket 
Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 
4:00 p.m., excluding Federal holidays. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
information on the New Source Review 
permitting program, please contact 
Donna Deneen at (206) 553-6706 or 
deneen.donna@epa.gov. For information 
on the Washington SIP in general, 
please contact Jeff Hunt at (206) 553- 
0256, hunt.jeff@epa.gov, or by using the 
above EPA, Region 10 address. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Definitions 


For the purpose of this document, we 
are giving meaning to certain words or 
initials as follows: 

(i) The words or initials ‘“‘Act”’ or 
“CAA” mean or refer to the Clean Air 
Act, unless the context indicates 
otherwise. 

(ii) The words ‘‘EPA”’, ‘‘we’’, “us’’ or 
“our’’ mean or refer to the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

(iii) The initials ‘‘SIP’’ mean or refer 
to State Implementation Plan. 

(iv) The words ‘“‘Washington’”’ and 
‘State’ mean the State of Washington. 


Table of Contents 


I. Background Information 

II. Response to Comments 

Ill. Final Action 

IV. Statutory and Executive Orders Review 


I, Background Information 


Title I of the CAA, as amended by 
Congress in 1990, specifies the general 


requirements for states to submit SIPs to 
attain or maintain the NAAQS and the 
EPA’s actions regarding approval of 
those SIPs. On January 27, 2014, 
Ecology submitted updates to portions 
of Chapter 173-400 of the Washington 
Administrative Code (WAC) currently in 
the Federally-approved Washington SIP 
(40 CFR part 52, subpart WW). Ecology 
did not submit to the EPA those sections 
of Chapter 173-400 WAC that have not 
changed since the last SIP approval by 
the EPA. Ecology also did not submit 
certain provisions of Chapter 173-400 
WAC because they are not related to the 
criteria pollutants regulated under title 
I of the CAA, not essential for meeting 
and maintaining the NAAQS, or not 
related to the requirements for SIPs 
under section 110 of the CAA. The SIP 
revisions covered by this action are 
explained in more detail in the 
proposed rulemaking, along with an 
evaluation of how these rules comply 
with the CAA requirements for SIPs (79 
FR 39351, July 10, 2014). Also included 
in the proposed rulemaking is a 
discussion of how the EPA intends to 
act on the remainder of Ecology’s 
submittal, covering the Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD), 
Nonattainment New Source Review 
(NNSR), and visibility permitting 
programs for major sources. See also the 
EPA’s proposed rulemaking on the 
NNSR-specific provisions (79 FR 43345, 
July 25, 2014). 


II. Response to Comments 


The EPA received one set of 
comments on its proposal. 

Comment: The commenter pointed to 
another rulemaking action in which 
Ecology stated that a notice of 
construction (NOC)? approval order 
issued under WAC 173—400-113(1) does 
not need to include conditions requiring 
compliance with federal New Source 
Performance Standards (NSPS) or 
National Emissions Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), 
but that WAC 173—400-—113(1) instead 
only requires that Ecology determine, 
prior to issuance of an NOC approval 
order, that the new or modified source 
in an attainment area will comply with 
the NSPS and NESHAP. The commenter 
states that the EPA’s approval of WAC 
173—400-113(1) into the Washington 
SIP therefore would “give a green light”’ 
to a regulation that allows Ecology to 
omit conditions in orders that would 
require compliance with applicable 
NSPS and NESHAP. The commenter 


1 Washington’s air permitting program uses the 
terms “‘Notice of Construction approval order”’ or 
“NOC approval order,” which are more commonly 
referred to as construction permits in other states 
and as new source review permits under the CAA. 
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further states that, because conditions in 
orders issued under WAC 173-400 are 
applicable requirements under 
Ecology’s title V operating permit 
program, Ecology’s actions taken under 
WAC 173-400 directly impact Ecology’s 
implementation of the CAA title V 
program in Washington. The commenter 
also raises concerns with Ecology’s 
implementation of requirements under 
section 112 of the CAA, which 
addresses hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs). The commenter states that the 
EPA’s approval of WAC 173-—400-113(1) 
as part of the Washington SIP would 
add EPA concurrence to Ecology’s 
ability to remove a HAP (in particular, 
radionuclides) from section 112 of the 
CAA and thereby to remove all 
federally-enforceable requirements 
controlling emissions of that particular 
HAP from regulation under title V of the 
CAA in Washington. The commenter 
also questions whether the EPA has 
authority to make enforceable under 
federal law a provision in a state 
regulation giving Ecology the ability to 
omit applicable NSPS and NESHAPs 
requirements from an NOC approval 
order and the ability to move 
enforcement of federal requirements 
regulating a HAP from the CAA to a 
state regulation that is both 
unenforceable under federal law and 
unenforceable by Ecology. 


Response: The EPA disagrees that 
Ecology’s SIP is deficient if new source 
review permits issued under the SIP do 
not include NSPS or NESHAP 
requirements. In this action, the EPA is 
approving WAC 173-—400-113(1) for 
purposes of implementing the 
requirements of Section 110 of the CAA, 
particularly, the minor new source 
review requirements of CAA Section 
110(a)(2)(C) and 40 CFR 51.160. Neither 
that CAA section nor that CFR provision 
require minor new source review 
permits to contain NSPS and NESHAPs 
requirements. Indeed, this action does 
not address the WAC provisions 


associated with implementation of 
sections 111 and 112. Washington has 
not submitted for inclusion into the SIP 
and the EPA has not approved into the 
SIP WAC 173-400-115, in which 
Ecology has incorporated by reference 
most of the NSPS as a matter of state 
law, or WAC 173-400-075, in which 
Ecology has incorporated by reference 
most of the NESHAP as a matter of state 
law. In this action, EPA is approving a 
state law provision related to 
implementation of CAA section 110. 
Section 110 focuses on implementation 
of the NAAQS. The NSPS and NESHAP 
are promulgated under other sections of 
the CAA (CAA sections 111 and 112, 
respectively), and any state programs 
implementing the NSPS and NESHAP 
for CAA purposes are submitted and 
approved by EPA under those other 
statutory authorities. To the extent the 
comment raises questions regarding the 
adequacy of Ecology’s title V, NSPS, or 
NEHSAP programs under the CAA, 
those issues are outside the scope of this 
rulemaking, which relates solely to 
whether the regulations submitted by 
Ecology meet the requirements for 
approval into the SIP under section 110 
of the CAA. The EPA notes, with 
limited exceptions not relevant here, 
that the NSPS and NESHAP standards 
are federally enforceable against affected 
sources under the CAA independently 
of whether such standards have been 
adopted by a state as a matter of state 
law. In addition, they are also 
“applicable requirements’’ for purposes 
of the title V program, 40 CFR 70.2, and 
as such a title V permit must contain 
emission limitations and standards that 
assure compliance with any such 
applicable requirements at the time of 
permit issuance, 40 CFR 70.6(a). 


III. Final Action 


The EPA is approving into the SIP at 
40 CFR part 52, subpart WW, the 
Ecology regulations listed in Table 1. It 
is important to note that Ecology did not 
submit for approval into the SIP certain 


provisions of Chapter 173-400 WAC, 
generally because they are not related to 
the criteria pollutants regulated under 
title I of the CAA, are not essential for 
meeting and maintaining the NAAQS, 
or are not related to the requirements for 
SIPs under section 110 of the CAA. 
These exceptions are noted in the 
“Explanation” column of the table. The 
EPA’s review and approval of the 
revised WAC 173-400-110 through 
—113, 173-400-036, 173-400-171, and 
173-400-560 in this action is not a 
determination that these revised 
regulations meet requirements for major 
sources such as a SIP-approved PSD 
permitting program (40 CFR 51.166), a 
SIP-approved major NNSR permitting 
program (40 CFR 51.165), or a SIP- 
approved visibility program (40 CFR 
51.307). These regulations are marked 
with asterisks in Table 1. The EPA will 
evaluate these regulations for 
consistency with the requirements for 
major NSR permitting programs and 
visibility in a separate action. 


As discussed in the proposed 
rulemaking for this action, with respect 
to WAC 173-400-020, Applicability, the 
EPA’s approval for this action is limited 
to only those counties or sources where 
the Department of Ecology has direct 
jurisdiction. This action excludes 
sources subject to Energy Facilities Site 
Evaluation Council (EFSEC) or local 
clean air agency jurisdiction. The 
counties where Ecology has direct 
jurisdiction are: Adams, Asotin, Chelan, 
Columbia, Douglas, Ferry, Franklin, 
Garfield, Grant, Kittitas, Klickitat, 
Lincoln, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, San 
Juan, Stevens, Walla Walla, and 
Whitman. The EPA also notes that 
under the SIP-approved provisions of 
WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, 
and WAC 173-415-012, Ecology has 
direct, statewide jurisdiction for kraft 
pulping mills, sulfite pulping mills, and 
primary aluminum plants. The EPA is 
updating 40 CFR part 52, subpart WW 
to reflect these changes. 


TABLE 1—APPROVED WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY REGULATIONS 





State citation 





Title/subject 


State 
effective 
date 













Explanation 


Chapter 173-400 WAC, General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 





173-400-020 .... | Applicability 


Go eG AOS sz, MM RSE TR ANTIBES 5c escsos ssa biccica ci ve gnaw ccc Saks oeisdaw outcast te Menon een E Rea DaS 12/29/12 
173-400-036 * .. | Relocation of Portable SOUrCES 00.0.0... cccecsseeeseeeecceesesesseeensenees 12/29/12 
173-400-040 .... | General Standards for Maximum Emissions .............cc.cccccseeeeeseees 4/1/11 





12/29/12 





Except: 
173-400-030(91). 


Except: 

173—400-040(2)(c); 
173-—400-040(2)(d); 
173—400-040(3); 

173—400-040(5); 

173-400-040(7), second paragraph. 
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TABLE 1—APPROVED WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY REGULATIONS—Continued 






State citation 


173-400-050 .... 


173-400-060 .... 
173-400-070 .... 


173-400-081 .... 
173-400-091 .... 
173-400-105 .... 
173-400-110* .. 


173-400-111"... 


173-400-112" .. 
173-400-113* .. 


173-400-118 .... 
173-400-151 .... 
173-400-171" .. 


173-400-175 .... 
173-400-200 .... 
173-400-560” .. 





Title/subject 


Emission Standards for Combustion and Incineration Units 


Emission Standards for General Process Units 
Emission Standards for Certain Source Categories 


Startup and Shutdown 
Voluntary Limits on Emissions 
Records, Monitoring, and Reporting 
New Source Review (NSR) for Sources and Portable Sources .. 


Processing Notice of Construction Applications for Sources, 
Stationary Sources and Portable Sources. 


Requirements for New Sources in Nonattainment Areas—Re- 
view for Compliance with Regulations. 

New Sources in Attainment or Unclassifiable Areas—Review for 
Compliance with Regulations. 

Designation of Class |, Il, and Ill Areas 

Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protection 

Public Notice and Opportunity for Public Comment 


Public Information 
Creditable Stack Height and Dispersion Techniques 
General Order of Approval 








State 
effective 
date 


12/29/12 


2/10/05 
12/29/12 


4/1/11 
4/1/11 
12/29/12 
12/29/12 


12/29/12 


12/29/12 
12/29/12 


12/29/12 
2/10/05 
12/29/12 


2/10/05 
2/10/05 
12/29/12 














Explanation 





Except: 
173—400-050(4); 
173—400-—050(5). 


Except: 
173—400-070(7); 
173—400-070(8). 


Except: 

173—400—1 10(1)(c)(ii)(C); 

173—400-1 10(1)(e); 

173—400-1 10(2)(d); 

The part of WAC 173—400-110(4)(b)(vi) that 
says, 

e “not for use with materials containing 
toxic air pollutants, as listed in chapter 
173-460 WAC,”; 

The part of 400-110 (4)(e)(iii) that says, 

e “where toxic air pollutants as defined in 
chapter 173-460 WAC are not emitted”; 

The part of 400—110(4)(e)(f)(i) that says, 

e “that are not toxic air pollutants listed in 
chapter 173-460 WAC”; 

The part of 400-110 (4)(h)(xviii) that says, 

e “, to the extent that toxic air pollutant 
gases as defined in chapter 173-460 
WAC are not emitted”; 

The part of 400-110 (4)(h)(xxxiii) that says, 

e “where no toxic air pollutants as listed 
under chapter 173-460 WAC are emit- 
ted”; 

The part of 400—110(4)(h)(xxxiv) that says, 

e “or < 1% (by weight) toxic air pollutants 
as listed in chapter 173-460 WAC”; 

The part of 400—110(4)(h)(xxxv) that says, 

e “or < 1% (by weight) toxic air pollutants”; 

The part of 400—110(4)(h)(xxxvi) that says, 

e “or < 1% (by weight) toxic air pollutants 
as listed in chapter 173-460 WAC”; 

400-—110(4)(h)(xl) , second sentence; The 
last row of the table in 173-—400-—1 10(5)(b) 
regarding exemption levels for Toxic Air 
Pollutants. 

Except: 

173—400—1 11(3)(h); 

173-400—1 11(3)(i); 

The part of 173—400—111(8)(a)(v) that says, 

e “and 173-460-040,”; 173-400-111(9). 

Except: 

173—400—1 12(8). 

Except: 

173—400—113(3), second sentence. 


Except: 

The part of 173—400—171(3)(b) that says, 

e “or any increase in emissions of a toxic 
air pollutant above the acceptable source 
impact level for that toxic air pollutant as 
regulated under chapter 173-460 WAC”; 

173—400-171(12). 


Except: 
The part of 173—400—560(1)(f) that says, 


e “173-460 WAC”. 
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IV. Statutory and Executive Orders 
Review 


Under the CAA, the Administrator is 
required to approve a SIP submission 
that complies with the provisions of the 
Act and applicable Federal regulations. 
42 U.S.C. 7410(k); 40 CFR 52.02(a). 
Thus, in reviewing SIP submissions, the 
EPA’s role is to approve State choices, 
provided that they meet the criteria of 
the Clean Air Act. Accordingly, this 
action merely approves State law as 
meeting Federal requirements and does 
not impose additional requirements 
beyond those imposed by State law. For 
that reason, this action: 

e Is not a “significant regulatory 
action” subject to review by the Office 
of Management and Budget under 
Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, 
October 4, 1993); 

e does not impose an information 
collection burden under the provisions 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.); 

e is certified as not having a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.); 

e does not contain any unfunded 
mandate or significantly or uniquely 
affect small governments, as described 
in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-4); 

e does not have Federalism 
implications as specified in Executive 
Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 
1999); 

e isnot an economically significant 
regulatory action based on health or 
safety risks subject to Executive Order 
13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997); 

e is not a significant regulatory action 
subject to Executive Order 13211 (66 FR 
28355, May 22, 2001); 

e is not subject to requirements of 
Section 12(d) of the National 
Technology Transfer and Advancement 
Act of 1995 (15 U.S.C. 272 note) because 
this action does not involve technical 
standards; and 





e does not provide the EPA with the 
discretionary authority to address, as 
appropriate, disproportionate human 
health or environmental effects, using 
practicable and legally permissible 
methods, under Executive Order 12898 
(59 FR 7629, February 16, 1994). 

The SIP is not approved to apply on 
any Indian reservation land in 
Washington except as specifically noted 
below and is also not approved to apply 
in any other area where the EPA or an 
Indian tribe has demonstrated that a 
tribe has jurisdiction. In those areas of 
Indian country, the rule does not have 
tribal implications as specified by 
Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249, 
November 9, 2000), nor will it impose 
substantial direct costs on tribal 
governments or preempt tribal law. 
Washington’s SIP is approved to apply 
on non-trust land within the exterior 
boundaries of the Puyallup Indian 
Reservation, also known as the 1873 
Survey Area. Under the Puyallup Tribe 
of Indians Settlement Act of 1989, 25 
U.S.C. 1773, Congress explicitly 
provided state and local agencies in 
Washington authority over activities on 
non-trust lands within the 1873 Survey 
Area. Consistent with EPA policy, the 
EPA nonetheless provided a 
consultation opportunity to the 
Puyallup Tribe in a letter dated 
February 25, 2014. The EPA did not 
receive a request for consultation. 

The Congressional Review Act, 5 
U.S.C. 801 et seq., as added by the Small 
Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act of 1996, generally provides 
that before a rule may take effect, the 
agency promulgating the rule must 
submit a rule report, which includes a 
copy of the rule, to each House of the 
Congress and to the Comptroller General 
of the United States. The EPA will 
submit a report containing this action 
and other required information to the 
U.S. Senate, the U.S. House of 
Representatives, and the Comptroller 
General of the United States prior to 
publication of the rule in the Federal 
Register. A major rule cannot take effect 


until 60 days after it is published in the 
Federal Register. This action is not a 
‘major rule” as defined by 5 U.S.C. 
804(2). 

Under section 307(b)(1) of the CAA, 
petitions for judicial review of this 
action must be filed in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the appropriate 
circuit by December 2, 2014. Filing a 
petition for reconsideration by the 
Administrator of this final rule does not 
affect the finality of this action for the 
purposes of judicial review nor does it 
extend the time within which a petition 
for judicial review may be filed, and 
shall not postpone the effectiveness of 
such rule or action. This action may not 
be challenged later in proceedings to 
enforce its requirements. See section 
307(b)(2). 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52 


Environmental protection, Air 
pollution control, Carbon monoxide, 
Incorporation by reference, 
Intergovernmental relations, Lead, 
Nitrogen dioxide, Ozone, Particulate 
matter, Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Sulfur oxides, Volatile 
organic compounds. 

Dated: September 16, 2014. 

Michelle L. Pirzadeh, 
Acting Regional Administrator, Region 10. 

For the reasons set forth in the 
preamble, 40 CFR part 52 is amended as 
follows: 


PART 52—APPROVAL AND 
PROMULGATION OF 
IMPLEMENTATION PLANS 


# 1. The authority citation for Part 52 
continues to read as follows: 
Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. 


Subpart WW—Washington 


w 2. Section 52.2470 is amended by 
revising paragraph (c) to read as follows: 


§ 52.2470 Identification of plan. 


* * * * * 


(c) EPA approved regulations. 


TABLE 1—REGULATIONS APPROVED STATEWIDE 






State 


citation Title/subject 


Washington Administrative Co 





173-405-012 ..... StatementOf PUMPOSE .........:.c0005s.csseercersecsesesses 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

173-405-021 ..... IR MMIG oi iss Sct aeat eer Suen eena suse 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

173-405-040 ..... EMISSIONS StANGANS  ...csi0.cssscssseserscocwassnesnccndes 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578 

173-405-045 ..... Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion Tech- 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
niques. 

173-405-061 ..... More Restrictive Emission Standards .............. 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 


State 
effective 
date 







EPA approval date 


de, Chapter 173-405—Kraft Pulping Mills 






Explanations 












except for sections (1)(b), 
(1)(c), (3)(b), (3)(c), (4), (7), 
(8) & (9) 
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TABLE 1—REGULATIONS APPROVED STATEWIDE—Continued 
















































































State , : State ‘ 
citation Title/subject effective EPA approval date Explanations 
date 

173-405-072 ..... Monitoring Requirements ......... cc ceeceeeeeeees 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578 .......... except section (2) 
173-405-077 ..... Report of Startup, Shutdown, Breakdown or 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

Upset Conditions. 
173-405-078 ..... SIVISSIONN INCI ONY -.cssseus Sicencserasccsescentsceanansesece 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-405-086 ..... New Source Review (NSR) .........ccceeseeeeeeeee 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-405-087 ..... Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-405-091 ..... SIGHT SMCS 2 <ccx5 taseauey siszavasadecseastaxashevsasiades 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-410—Sulfite Pulping Mills 
173-410-012 ..... Statement of PUMPOSE............0.20000.ccseseccceensseeee 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-410-021 ..... BPMN oocsce os ataesrenctec ee narciects a sateniiecnenl 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-410-040 ..... EMISSIONS STANCAES: .5 ici. .ccccescsncventsnccnesseceoses 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578 .......... except the exception provision 
in (3) & section (5) 

173-410-045 ..... Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion Tech- 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

niques. 
173-410-062 ..... Monitoring Requirements ............cceeeeseeeee eee 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-410-067 ..... Report of Startup, Shutdown, Breakdown or 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

Upset Conditions. 
173—410-071 ..... ES VRIESCUEIND ENIUCIEIN ness accu cccinunvasnedeeenaxicnseseasace | 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-410-086 ..... New Source Review (NSR) ..........cesseeeeeneens | 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-410-087 ..... Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-410-100 ..... SINCE EAR SSUES ocd os seats scan cdecaawacsqusseccndzip ideas | 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-415—Primary Aluminum Plants 

173-415-010 ..... Statement OF PUIMPOSE ic. ..-....c.cccscccsveoscasececcscessce 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-415-020 ..... BIN OI ucteccccateves 2 iucint-vedeerucsvee dkcasasndaathiees 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578 .......... except sections (1) & (2) 
173-415-030 ..... ENVIS IOING SACL N NS otc sis cs cxcass cncecscecsaastacdieides 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578 .......... except sections (1) & (3)(b) 
173-415-045 ..... Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion Tech- | 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

niques. 
173-415-050 ..... New Source Review (NSR) ............cccceeeeeeeees 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-415-051 ..... Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) | 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-415-060 ..... Monitoring and Reporting «0.0.0.0... ceeeeeeeeeees | 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578 .......... except sections (1)(a), (b), & (d) 
173-415-070 ..... Report of Startup, Shutdown, Breakdown or | 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

Upset Conditions. 
173-415-080 ..... EVWISSIOND INVENIO aoc. che cckckcctcstacsetstetscateecateae 3/22/91 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 

Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173—422—Motor Vehicle Emission Inspection 

= i - ; 2 
173-422-010 ..... BUGGER os ses at alas eaectacuccnvacesacteacndaalataacederansas 6/3/93 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-020 ..... RICO NRe ocdiekes SC icevastustastieycastrigeaccrseqitaseseans 3/31/95 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-030 ..... Vehicle Emission Inspection Requirement ...... 11/9/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
173-422-031 ..... Vehicle Emission Inspection Schedules .......... 12/2/00 | 5/12/05, 70 FR 24491. 
173-422-035 ..... Registration Requirements ..............ccceeeees 3/31/95 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-040 ..... Noncompliance Areas o.........ccceceeceeeeseeeeeeeeeens 6/3/93 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-050 ..... Emission Contributing Areas «0.0... 11/9/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
173-422-060 ..... Gasoline Vehicle Emission Standards ............ 11/9/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
173-422-065 ..... Diesel Vehicle Exhaust Emission Standards .. 3/31/95 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-070 ..... Gasoline Vehicle Exhaust Emission Testing 11/9/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 

Procedures. 
173-422-075 ..... Diesel Vehicle Inspection Procedure .............. 3/11/94 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-090 ..... Exhaust Gas Analyzer Specifications ............. 3/31/95 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-095 ..... Exhaust Opacity Testing Equipment ............... 3/11/94 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-100 ..... Testing Equipment Maintenance and Calibra- 3/31/95 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 

tion. 
173-422-120 ..... CHANEY PGE NO in cciiacs ss ccccveccscsedatvandeanaveds 3/31/95 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-130 ..... TRG IGUON FS acs as sca eacecrccnanseeeaicdventeacstdsenc 3/11/94 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-1465 ..... Fraudulent Certificates of Compliance/Accept- 4/6/90 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 

ance. 
173—422-160 ...... Fleet and Diesel Owner Vehicle Testing Re- 3/31/95 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 

quirements. 
173-422-170 ..... ea esas ex dara oe case cedsereeacekaaeacls 12/2/00 | 5/12/05, 70 FR 24491. 
173-422-175 ..... Fraudulent Exemptions .................cseseeeesseseees 1/2/84 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 
173-422-190 ..... Emission Specialist Authorization .............. 11/9/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
173—422-195 ..... Listing of Authorized Emission Specialists ...... 3/31/95 | 9/25/96, 61 FR 50235. 

Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173—425—Open Burning 

173-425-010 ..... BOM ods sadisccudens asta tuauecuddasiacausiexascecieateseasinas 10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
173-425-020 ..... PRTC NM 8055 caceveasdseutiyeedena steers souaceacdleutdexee 10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
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TABLE 1—REGULATIONS APPROVED STATEWIDE—Continued 


pi 
State 
effective EPA approval date Explanations 


date 


State 
citation 


Title/subject 





173-425-030 
173-425-036 


173-425-045 
173-425-055 
173-425-065 
173-425-075 
173-425-085 
173-425-095 
173-425-100 


173-425-115 
173-425-120 


173-425-130 
173-425-140 


REST MIEA COIR 25s shee Siocsed cout b 5, eau awaevneaceeeeeoneceaee 
Curtailment During Episodes or Impaired Air 
Quality. 
Prone MIGRORANS .o..55ccs.s0c5ss-.ssegedsavoensaccnse 
EROS ISINO IN Saeco ses chcre scssaancecacnustedse sy Gcteassncseues 
Residential Open Burning ..........ccceceeeeeeeees 
Commercial Open Burning ...........cceeee eee 
Agricultural Open Burning ..........ccccceeeseeeeees 
No Burn Area Designation ...........cccceeeeeeees 
Delegation of Agricultural Open Burning Pro- 
gram. 
Land IGibaninG Projects. .....6.<0<56ccsccisesneesenevesness 
Department of Natural Resources Smoke 
Management Plan. 
NOUCE DOR VIGIANON  .....0cccssssccactecsecesenscevensevewoses 
FAR ITIBMDS ono cas stun csncsa spies cust oenenseiearnctanaeasustees 





10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 


1/3/89 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 


10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 


10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. | 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 


4 


Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-430—Burning of Field and Forage and Turf Grasses Grown for Seed Open Burning 


173-430-010 
173-430-020 
173-430-030 
173-430-040 
173-430-050 
173-430-060 
173-430-070 
173-430-080 


173-433-010 
173-433-020 
173-433-030 
173-433-100 
173-433-110 
173-433-120 
173-433-130 
173-433-140 
173-433-150 


173-433-155 















173-434-010 
173-434-020 
173-434-030 
173-434-090 
173-434-110 
173-434-130 
173-434-160 
173-434-170 
173-434-190 
173-434-200 
173-434-210 





173-435-010 
173-435-015 
173-435-020 
173-435-030 
173-435-040 
173-435-050 
173-435-060 
173-435-070 








RANT SOS aso ch cise cava sn veattiesemanacost ake Sovnctcae este oas 
NARI IN ar gerbe eas dees at ne chon esuirwneoue 
Permits, Conditions, and Restrictions ............. 
MGTIO FIBIG BUNS co.cc. ciccisccseseccecssocsnsccnsscsess 
GHAI AIM VOUS sien ncns aScsoncespscussusidervresundscepenasae 
SUIGY OF PWOIMALVES: ...2....ccssceesseseccconsssneeseecs 
FN eee eens ence eee Ais eee costae sen cee eon ireee 
Certification of Alternatives ..............ccccceceeesee ee 





10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 





Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-433—Solid Fuel Burning Device Standards 


PPAMTDOSO: ike. cos cudvstoxccubnancdgoanambosssdcdlessnmenceven ine dsy 
PSM NS INY cob hcseictsicvauissesSeonie bansospeneesespoeeauaeasee 
ADEA Soc osssinccueb saves sosecoonseccucesaarecraanae senienss 
Emission Performance Standards .............0.0. 
Opacity StANGAIGS: ......cc0i0s.0ccccsscsesosescesceassaesess 
Prohibited Fuel TYPOS: ..........0......0scrssencosessnees 
General Emission Standards ..............:cceeeee 
Criteria for Impaired Air Quality Burn Bans .... 
Restrictions on Operation of Solid Fuel Burn- 
ing Devices. 
Criteria for Prohibiting Solid Fuel Burning De- 
vices That Are Not Certified. 





2/23/14 | 5/9/14, 79 FR 26628. 
12/16/87 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
2/23/14 | 5/9/14, 79 FR 26628. 
2/23/14 | 5/9/14, 79 FR 26628. 
2/23/14 | 5/9/14, 79 FR 26628. 
2/23/14 | 5/9/14, 79 FR 26628. 
10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
2/23/14 | 5/9/14, 79 FR 26628. 
2/23/14 | 5/9/14, 79 FR 26628. 


2/23/14 | 5/9/14, 79 FR 26628. 





Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-434—Solid Waste Incinerator Facilities 


FPAMANISE os dessa tacnysccpnnsns sconces asmimesinvscessevaaesenanses 
Applicability and Compliance... 
PD ESIAAMAIOINS ce wacass canst deen won snus senpacbivewasavoskceonsoscabent 
Operation and Maintenance Plan ...............0. 
Standards of Performance ............ccceeesseeeeeees 
EMISSION StANGANGS ......:.:cescccsesccrsonossecstorsesnenes 
Design and Operation .........ceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeteees 
Monitoring and Reporting ..........ceeceeesseeeeeeee 
Changes in Operation ..........ceeeecteesteeeteeeneee 
EtiaISSIOMMNVEMMONY” ......cscsssesssacseccaeverscceesvessnsees 
SS OCIANSUMUIOS:  .ncasessccoconseserativessacsnetsenssnadsavsaexs 


Washington Administrative Code, 


PRINS 5s savas ost napenc nape sibawconcusintedesovesasamcess 
Significant Harm Levels ......... cece eeeetee eee 
ADPMATDHEQ IAB aac. cios ccscestsvog bec cences esses edn water osanananiecs 
Episode Stage Criteria... eeeeeneeeeees 
Source Emission Reduction Plans ................. 
ACUOMPIOCOGUNCS 2...ccccc.escicocsseseveiseccenesensececass 
FEABIOTOD NAIM os csacese se cave acnctcesoysazescecseuseencsuteccuassos 
Sampling Sites, Equipment and Methods ....... 





















10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
1/22/04 | 8/4/05, 70 FR 44855. 
1/22/04 | 8/4/05, 70 FR 44855. 

10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
1/22/04 | 8/4/05, 70 FR 44855 .......... except section (1)(a) 
1/22/04 | 8/4/05, 70 FR 44855 .......... except section (2) 
1/22/04 | 8/4/05, 70 FR 44855. 
1/22/04 | 8/4/05, 70 FR 44855. 
1/22/04 | 8/4/05, 70 FR 44855. 
1/22/04 | 8/4/05, 70 FR 44855. 

10/18/90 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 





Chapter 173-435—Emergency Episode Plan 








1/3/89 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
1/3/89 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
1/3/89 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
1/3/89 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
1/3/89 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
1/3/89 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
1/3/89 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578. 
1/3/89 | 1/15/93, 58 FR 4578 .......... 





except section (1) 








Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-476—Ambient Air Quality Standards 








173-476-010 


RARER WISE aap cd ose cnssoctuscunus Suweapsebeomenvasnaapeoeceos ooenaes 








12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
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ssongnnpeneengmams cesar escacsasescansiatciinhaintiaciaiiicantmiascseasieianaisiasaasiaiiaiieceiamdisagsaih tint insinnasmdinicanigstaimetimnaenniajitaiaadatinnitssainiiaintniianianamaitia 
State , , State ‘ 
rea Title/subject effective EPA approval date Explanations 
citation date 
173-476-020 ..... PROMO 5 icc dace aloo ah cbs sa tacsa ee acnsd osanaciees 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
173-476-030 ..... STN se ta seo cigs ato nad tdewcleauadeidansaausuasasts’ 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
173-476-100 ..... Ambient Air Quality Standard for PM-—10 ........ 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
173-476-110 ..... Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM-2.5 ..... 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
173-476-120 ..... Ambient Air Quality Standard for Lead (Pb) ... 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
173-476-130 ..... Ambient Air Quality Standards for Sulfur Ox- 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
ides (Sulfur Dioxide). 
173-476-140 ..... Ambient Air Quality Standards for Nitrogen 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
Oxides (Nitrogen Dioxide). 
173-476-150 ..... Ambient Air Quality Standard for Ozone ......... 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
173-476-160 ..... Ambient Air Quality Standards for Carbon 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
Monoxide. 
173-476-170 ..... NMomiiitie Siting CvMCiy. 52: ci csc ccsssscncasecacsccasss 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
173-476-180 ..... REIEreNnEe CONGHIONG. .......:.c0cccccessessrvenrssssseaees 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
173-476-900 ..... TARE ORE SUA NGRAN CN oe cas icx ccs cesccysecetenc tae dnnees: 12/22/13 | 3/4/14, 79 FR 12077. 
Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-490—Emission Standards and Controls for Sources Emitting Volatile Organic 
Compounds 
173-490-010 ..... POE ee PUN OG a bocce snk cssasavenscaiseasnancecavess 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-020 ..... PGT ANN Ne ovo rs vesasiaekcs nd ess caccansendcaassokctenactesmans 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-025 ..... General ADpliGability. «......0ccccscccccecscsescessceesenceseee 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-030 ..... Registration and Reporting .............::cccceeeeees 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-040 ..... REM CERIN CNIS occas csaara can puncaisinsizxencats dies da cuentstavs 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-080 ..... Exceptions and Alternative Methods ............... 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-090 ..... New Source Review (NSR) ...........c:eeeeeeeeeeeeee 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-200 ..... Petroleum Refinery Equipment Leaks ............. 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-201 ..... Petroleum Liquid Storage in External Floating 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
Roof Tanks. 
173-490-202 ..... Leaks from Gasoline Transport Tanks and 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
Vapor Collection System. 
173-490-208 ..... Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems ....... 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-204 ..... GIADINE AIS: SVC: assis ics cid ccncacccsntascorsasionoss 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-205 ..... Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
and Products. 
173-490-207 ..... Surface Coating of Flatwood Paneling ............ 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
173-490-208 ..... Aerospace Assembly and Component Coat- 3/22/91 | 7/12/93, 58 FR 37426. 
ing Operations. 
Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-492—Motor Fuel Specifications for Oxygenated Gasoline 











173-492-010 Policy and Purpose 10/19/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
173-492-020 Applicability 12/1/92 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
173-492-030 Definitions 12/1/92 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
173-492-040 Compliance Requirements 12/1/92 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
173-492-050 Registration Requirements 10/19/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
173-492-060 Labeling Requirements 12/1/92 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
173-492-070 Control Areas and Control Periods 10/19/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
173-492-080 Enforcement and Compliance 12/1/92 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
173-492-090 Unplanned Conditions 12/1/92 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
173-492-100 Severability 12/1/92 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 





TABLE 2—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY (ECOLOGY) DIRECT 
JURISDICTION 
[Applicable in Adams, Asotin, Chelan, Columbia, Douglas, Ferry, Franklin, Garfield, Grant, Kittitas, Klickitat, Lincoln, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, 


San Juan, Stevens, Walla Walla, and Whitman counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) ju- 
risdiction. These regulations also apply statewide for facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, 


and WAC 173-415-012] 









State 
effective 
date 
















State citation Title/subject EPA approval date Explanations 





Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-400—General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 





173-400-010 .... | Policy and Purpose 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-020 .... | Applicability 12/29/12 | 10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation). 
173-400-030 .... | Definitions 12/29/12 | 10/3/14 [Insert Federal Except: 





Register citation]. 173—400-030(91) 
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TABLE 2—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY (ECOLOGY) DIRECT 

JURISDICTION—Continued 

[Applicable in Adams, Asotin, Chelan, Columbia, Douglas, Ferry, Franklin, Garfield, Grant, Kittitas, Klickitat, Lincoln, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, 
San Juan, Stevens, Walla Walla, and Whitman counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) ju- 
arenes These Cn also apply statewide for facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, 
and WAC 173-415-012 


State citation 






173-400-036* .. 


173-400-040 ..... 


173-400-050 .... 


173-400-060 .... 


173-400-070 .... 


173-400-081 .... 
173-400-091 .... 
173-400-105 .... 


173-400-107 .... 
173—400-110* .. 


Title/subject 


Relocation of Portable Sources. .............05 
General Standards for Maximum Emis- 
sions. 


Emission Standards for Combustion and 
Incineration Units. 


Emission Standards for General Process 
Units. 

Emission Standards for Certain Source 
Categories. 


StAMUPANASHUGOWN  .62sc..cesessesecenvsevecssesee 


Voluntary Limits on Emissions .............004 


Records, Monitoring, and Reporting 





Excess Emissions 
New Source Review (NSR) for Sources 
and Portable Sources. 











State 
effective 
date 





12/29/12 





4/1/11 


12/29/12 


2/10/05 


12/29/12 


4/1/11 


9/20/93 





12/29/12 


9/20/93 
12/29/12 





EPA approval date 


Explanations 








10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 

10/3/14] [Insert Federal 
Register citation). 


10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 


10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 
10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation). 


10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 
10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 
10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation). 





Except: 


173-400-040(2)(c 
173-400-040(2)(d 
173—400-—040(3); 
173-400-040(5); 
173—400-040(7), 
graph. 

Except: 
173-—400-050(4); 
173—400-050(5). 


); 
); 


second _para- 


Except: 
173—400-070(7); 
173-—400-070(8). 


Except: 


173-—400-110(1)(c)(ii)(C); 

173-400—110(1)(e); 

173—400-—110(2)(d); 

The part of WAC 173-400- 
110(4)(b)(vi) that says, “not for 
use with materials containing 
toxic air pollutants, as listed in 
chapter 173-460 WAC,”; 

The part of 400-—110(4)(e)(iii) that 
says, “where toxic air pollutants 
as defined in chapter 173-460 
WAC are not emitted”; 

The part of 400—110(4)(e)(f)(i) that 
says, “that are not toxic air pol- 
lutants listed in chapter 173-460 
WAC”; 

The part of 400-110(4)(h)(xviii) 
that says, “, to the extent that 
toxic air pollutant gases as de- 
fined in chapter 173-460 WAC 
are not emitted”; 

The part of 400—110(4)(h)(xxxiii) 
that says, “where no toxic air 
pollutants as listed under chap- 
ter 173-460 WAC are emitted”; 

The part of 400-—110(4)(h)(xxxiv) 
that says, “, or <1% (by weight) 
toxic air pollutants as listed in 
chapter 173-460 WAC”; 

The part of 400-—110(4)(h)(xxxv) 
that says, “or <1% (by weight) 
toxic air pollutants”; 
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TABLE 2—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY (ECOLOGY) DIRECT 
JURISDICTION—Continued 


[Applicable in Adams, Asotin, Chelan, Columbia, Douglas, Ferry, Franklin, Garfield, Grant, Kittitas, Klickitat, Lincoln, Okanogan, Pend Oreille, 
San Juan, Stevens, Walla Walla, and Whitman counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) ju- 
risdiction. These regulations also apply statewide for facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, 
and WAC 173-415-012] 


Se Se eT Se, ert eam ON an 
State 


State citation 


173-400-111" .. 


173—400-112* .. 


173-400-113" .. 


173-400-118 .... 
173-400-151 .... 


173-400-161 .... 
173-400-171* .. 


173-400-175 .... 


173-400-190 .... 
173-400-200 .... 


173-400-205 .... 
173-400-210 ..... 


173-400-220 .... 
173-400-230 .... 
173-400-240 .... 
173-400-250 .... 
173-400-260 ..... 
173-400-560" .. 








Title/subject 


Processing Notice of Construction Applica- 
tions for Sources, Stationary Sources 
and Portable Sources. 


Requirements for New Sources in Non- 
attainment Areas—Review for Compli- 
ance with Regulations. 

New Sources’ in_ Attainment — or 
Unclassifiable Areas—Review for Com- 
pliance with Regulations. 

Designation of Class |, Il, and III Areas ..... 


Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protec- 
tion. 

Compliance Schedules ............::ccccceeeeees 

Public Notice and Opportunity for Public 
Comment. 


FRU: MUTINY aoc ek cdeoscteiecateaacees, 


Requirements for Nonattainment Areas .... 
Creditable Stack Height and Dispersion 
Techniques. 
Adjustment for Atmospheric Conditions ..... 
Emission Requirements of Prior Jurisdic- 
tions. 
Requirements for Board Members ............. 
FRegtilalony AGUONG: :i..c5cicdccenccnsecsiescecnescsevs 
Criminal Penalties. ...............c.00ssicessessesees 
PC se sii cvasanuecedstvans cedartisisiseanaynadeacceons 
COMME OF HOURS so cescctascacicensraaceguadatinasapes 
General Order of Approval ............ccceeeeee 











effective 
date 


12/29/12 


12/29/12 


12/29/12 


12/29/12 
2/10/05 


3/22/91 
12/29/12 


2/10/05 


3/22/91 
2/10/05 


3/22/91 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
3/20/93 
3/22/91 
9/20/93 
3/22/91 
12/29/12 





EPA approval date 


10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 


10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation). 


10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 


10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 
10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation). 

6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 


10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation). 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
10/3/14 [Insert Federal 
Register citation]. 





Explanations 





The part of 400-—110(4)(h)(xxxvi) 
that says, “or < 1% (by weight) 
toxic air pollutants as listed in 
chapter 173-460 WAC”; 400- 
110(4)(h)(xl), second sentence; 
The last row of the table in 173-— 
400-110(5)(b) regarding exemp- 
tion levels for Toxic Air Pollut- 
ants. 

Except: 


173—400—111(3)(h); 

173—400-11 1(3)(i); 

The part of 173-400-—111(8)(a)(v) 
that says, “and 173-460-040,”; 
173-400-111(9). 

Except: 

173—400-112(8) 


Except: 
173—400-113(3), 
second sentence. 


Except: 


The part of 173-400-171(3)(b) 
that says, “or any increase in 
emissions of a toxic air pollutant 
above the acceptable source im- 
pact level for that toxic air pollut- 
ant as regulated under chapter 
173-460 WAC”; 173-400-171 
(12). 


Except: 


The part of 173—400—560(1)(f) that 
says, “173-460 WAC”. 


*The EPA’s approval of the WAC 173-400-110 through —113, 173-400-036, 173-400-171, and 173-400-560 is not a determination that 
these regulations meet requirements for major sources such as a SIP-approved PSD permitting program (40 CFR 51.166), a SIP-approved major 
NNSR permitting program (40 CFR 51.165), or a SIP-approved visibility program (40 CFR 51.307). 
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TABLE 3—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE ENERGY FACILITIES SITE EVALUATION COUNCIL (EFSEC) 
JURISDICTION 


[See the SIP-approved provisions of WAC 463-39-020 for jurisdictional applicability] 










State 
effective 
date 


Title/subject EPA approval date Explanations 





State citation 









Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 463-39—General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 


463-39-005 Adoption by Reference 9/21/95 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791 except sections (2), (3) & 





















(4). 
463-39-010 ...... PUGH S Oe sesso sick Cecio och occ ws tst dose etosnceetatr aos 5/3/92 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791. 
463-39-020 ...... PRS AIS NY oe cs csc dew any suites ous aapusbonustesuasteateeceersete 9/21/95 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791. 
463-39-030 ...... Additional Definitions ...........ccccceeeceeceteeeeneees 9/21/95 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791. 
463-—39-095 ...... PSRUSSUAINCO is incccdauiiceisiconcevencsssacneciedaasssecss 9/21/95 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791. 
463-39-100 ...... PRISTON ote ros pve ewe seease sean eae antec 12/11/93 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791. 
463-39-120 ...... Monitoring and Special Report ......... cee 9/21/95 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791. 
463-39-135 ...... GCIMINAWPORAIUES: <..csscscsvccvscervsccassectiesnenseestss case 8/6/79 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791. 
463-39-170 ...... KS ORMIGESS IMMENSE «so. scasiiecscoccssacbsncvecseesnetcsvtennss 8/6/79 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791. 
463-39-230 ...... FROGMATON/ ACHOMNSG ..ciscsss.secscessesvesecescos sanneceadss 8/26/94 | 5/23/96, 61 FR 25791 .......... 





TABLE 4—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE BENTON CLEAN AIR AGENCY (BCAA) 
JURISDICTION 


[Applicable in Benton County, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject to 
the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 









State 
effective 
date 















State citation Title/subject EPA approval date Explanations 





173-400-010 .... 
173-400-020 .... 
173-400-030 .... 
173-400-040 .... 


173-400-050 .... 


173-400-060 .... 


173-400-070 .... 


173-400-081 .... 
173-400-091 .... 


173-400-100 .... 
173-400-105 .... 
173-400-107 .... 
173-400-110 .... 
173-400-112 .... 


173-400-118 .... 


173-400-151 .... 


173-400-161 .... 
173-400-171 .... 
173-400-190 .... 
173-400-200 .... 


173-400-205 .... 
173-400-210 .... 


173-400-220 .... 
173-400-230 .... 
173-400-240 .... 
173-400-250 .... 
173-400-260 .... 


Washington Department of Ecology Regulations 





Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-400—General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 





Policy and Purpose 

Applicability 

RDN MNN SIRS oo occ edo s coe pectin ct 

General Standards for Maximum Emis- 
sions. 

Emission Standards for Combustion and 
Incineration Units. 

Emission Standards for General Process 
Units. 

Emission Standards for Certain Source 
Categories. 

Startup and Shutdown 

Voluntary Limits on Emissions 


Registration 

Records, Monitoring and Reporting 

Excess Emissions 

New Source Review (NSR) 

Requirements for New Sources in Non- 
attainment Areas. 

Requirements for New Sources in Attain- 
ment or Unclassifiable Areas. 

Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protec- 
tion. 

Compliance Schedules 

Public Involvement 

Requirements for Nonattainment Areas. .... 

Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion 
Techniques. 

Adjustment for Atmospheric Conditions 

Emission Requirements of Prior Jurisdic- 
tions. 

Requirements for Board Members ............. 

Regulatory Actions 

Criminal Penalties 

Appeals 

Conflict of Interest 

















3/22/91 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 


9/20/93 
9/20/93 


9/20/93 
9/20/93 
9/20/93 
9/20/93 
9/20/93 





9/20/93 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
9/20/93 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
3/22/91 







3/22/91 
3/20/93 
3/22/91 
9/20/93 
3/22/91 












6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 











except (1)(c), and (1)(d), (2), (4), 
and the 2nd paragraph of (6). 
except the exception provision in 


(3). 
except (7). 
including all regulatory orders 


issued pursuant to this section. 


except (8). 


except (5). 
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TABLE 5—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE NORTHWEST CLEAN AIR AGENCY (NWCAA) JURISDICTION 


[Applicable in Island, Skagit and Whatcom counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) jurisdiction 
and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 





State 
effective 
date 



















State citation Title/subject EPA approval date Explanations 





Washington Department of Ecology Regulations 


Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-400—General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 








173-400-010 ..... | Polley And PUMORS 6.20.00. .2ccccecccccseevesssenssrese 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-020: ......| APDNCABUINY a. c0i0ccccssccncessescsscessedsucucnssnscserencs 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
TFS AOC OCOD. «| DROUIN acca scnssinceitesacinicscccestacannsecesnnceses 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-040 .... | General Standards for Maximum Emis- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (1)(c), and (1)(d), (2), (4), 
sions. and the 2nd paragraph of (6). 
173-400-050 .... | Emission Standards for Combustion and 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except the exception provision in 
Incineration Units. (3). 
173-400-060 .... | Emission Standards for General Process 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
Units. 
173-400-070 .... | Emission Standards for Certain Source 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (7). 
Categories. 
173-400-081 .... | Startup and Shutdown ........ eee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-091 .... | Voluntary Limits on Emissions ................... 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... including all regulatory orders 
issued pursuant to this section. 
CHAO TOD... | ERIN 2s cc esaca esate GE sca snes 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-105 .... | Records, Monitoring and Reporting ........... 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
VW7S—-A4OO—107 .«... | ExGese EMIesione: ....c:ccecccccsercicsseicasssacsecenes 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-110 .... | New Source Review (NSR) ..........ceee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-112 .... | Requirements for New Sources in Non- 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (8). 
attainment Areas. 
173-400-113 .... | Requirements for New Sources in Attain- 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (5). 
ment or Unclassifiable Areas. 
173-400-151 .... | Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protec- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
tion. 
173-400-161 .... | Compliance Schedules «0... eee 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-171 .... | Public Involvement ............. cc ceeeeeeeeeteeeeees 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-190 .... | Requirements for Nonattainment Areas .... 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-200 .... | Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
Techniques. 
173-400-205 .... | Adjustment for Atmospheric Conditions ..... 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-210 .... | Emission Requirements of Prior Jurisdic- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
tions. 
173-400-220 .... | Requirements for Board Members ............. 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-230 .... | Regulatory Actions 000... eeeeeees 3/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-240 .... | Criminal Penalties... eeeeeeees 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
WAG A BE 3. | ARMS rcv bet cadecesscbevcsdazaindasedncarnsstecaxansdsdeues 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-260 .... | Conflict of Interest 0.0... ec cceeeeeteeeeeeee 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 














Northwest Clean Air Agency Regulations 








General Provisions 














NOON cs cscdesteyctsencss Nate: Of AUR ii..ccctccssescescecsssedsesesassens 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
NOD oe cietcescavcsses SARUM RNR E86 ec cai te ti saen da yaa ieescdenuueiiac, 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WO 8 eves ccc: ON ss alsa ccauecrtenegetinesdiee 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WOR e outs se URNS Ss NCIS ass sven s Scccccvcceecsnssaadacaszeenes 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
Wie iadseNebrrercce Adoption of State/Federal Laws and Rules 11/13/94 | 10/24/95, 60 FR 54439 ....... except section 104.2. 
WOR octets nn ceeences Se sooo ccscccvescsucsicudcancse tactaascarasens 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
MEN ciestadiccasorxess WRN ENC ON oo oss ccncacsccacatass casesscaresnssacesevs 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WAC oi eerie ancs Investigation and Studies ..............ceee 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
Ws assests scascecnns Interference or Obstruction «0.0.0... 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
Ge secs ten screaee eset False and Misleading Oral Statements ...... 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
RON os fede ccsusesetcads SHOR MICOS: OF NIE oo vscscainis ccccazacescdaseredusdedes 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WOE sievccteseeccscades Confidential Information ........... eee 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WO cccasecavsierevisns RRGLANIRIONER cv 07fcseccncvececvecsedsoieadietvaccsasanduauvaasuee 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WD ecsttrnrecenceeaxs CN aera baa e ated sakes Rueda dtaisasaavheness 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WA cccntnichescsepexsas Appeals from Orders or Violations ............. 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WN svccindie teceascees Status of Orders on Appeal ...........:cee 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WA ecesl Soctactcseces ENG BIA OF CAGES oi... sccsacssecesascccdssnasseseess 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
TOO ae ee taserasss CitationS—NOtices 0.0... eeseeeteeeeeeeeeees 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
WOMB cece iencyacs ViolatioNS—NOticeS 0.0.0... eeeeeeceteeeteeeteee 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
Wc cteeacipuctrnens Criminal PONANY <vccieciceccsencsseccsessscscasceansecnse 11/13/94 | 10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 
Nese scccrscetcacecscaves CIE ia oss vaca sceccacvasecssecvcsecccsncateadacus 11/13/94 | 10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 





WA ec casas Pceencsenns Restraining Orders—Injunction ................. 9/8/93 | 2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
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TABLE 5—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE NORTHWEST CLEAN AIR AGENCY (NWCAA) JURISDICTION— 


Continued 


[Applicable in Island, Skagit and Whatcom counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) jurisdiction 
and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 












State citation Title/subject 









DSS i scceccccteececpaes Additional Enforcement—Compliance 
Schedules. 

9B) sccccseeasecsoreeee Reporting by Government Agencies .......... 

Bears osieccsecereateces Motor Vehicle Owner Responsibility .......... 

BS) cco cincsstees Pollutant Disclosure—Reporting by Air 
Containment Sources. 

DESO: case siissacesvcetane Sampling and Analytical Methods/Ref- 


erences. 





Definitions 











State 
effective 
date 


9/8/93 


9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 


9/8/93 











EPA approval date 


2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 


2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 





Explanations 











Definitions 


11/13/94 


10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 








Control Procedures 







Notice of Construction When Required 

Information Required for Notice of Con- 
struction & Application for Approval, 
Public Notice, Public Hearing. 












OD Ss sssteencsevcsenee Issuance of Approval or Order .............008 
BOS xeoniccxscespcesenss Notice of Completion—Notice of Violation 
BIND so cusepactsrrevere Approval to Operate Required ................ 
B20) sosteousceeopeenes Registration Required... eeeeseeeeeees 
BOA ccsoseaaencoapeesta General Requirements for Registration ..... 
A sce a eneeseesaee Exemptions from Registration ................68 
BIS ccvovcksaeemceptts Classes of Registration ..........ccceeeeeeees 
OP tithe cst ce eee FRREIS as Seeds svnsSecaton cu chcst sues suse tnanwoageceisoeateeans 
PD cdeecsuseun vepuece WWAISIOT she ae eaeletia da rerheaninwes 
BAD) lecsscusacsenceeoes Report of Breakdown and Upset ............... 
BEd oot he Schedule Report of Shutdown or Start-Up 
BAP ccusneieuestes Operation and Maintenance ................008 
POO shops seenetepuceen Testing and Sampling ..........cccsssseseeseees 
BSIR Do sccsecocpsnncbevetes STAN SANDE sus sates decseccucsemswuns sesspunenksancenaaeae 
SSID choc pacbanccnushe Instrument Calibration ........ eee 
BIOD) co serpekneateeeceees Ambient Air Standards—Forward .............. 
BOM Succ csie eat eoes Suspended Particulate Standards (PM-—10) 
ON ssccceteucectencies Sulfur Oxide Standards ........ cece 
BP co ersecceeeere Carbon Monoxide Standards ................005 
Bee eccssseseeseoevas Nitrogen Oxide Standards 0.0... cee 
2 ee er QZORO SIANGANGS osinccss.s.cssecesseseséevessscsenseees 
BOS: iiicuseececece Emission Standards—Forward .............00 
BS. ccsshchssnnsenonens Emission of Air Contaminant—Visual 
Standards. 
BS? oe dspetn cetera Motor Vehicle Visual Standards ................. 
BS cesses cupssecercee Emission of Particulate Matter .....0....0..0... 
BSB oo.sssescccmk Incinerators—Wood Waste Burners .......... 
ABO tccstiestvecrenate Weight/Heat Rate Standard—Emission of 
Sulfur Compounds. 
Bec isesisies teens Emission of Sulfur Compounds ............... 
Portland Cement Plants .........cceeeeeeeeeees 


11/13/94 
11/13/94 


11/13/94 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 

11/13/94 
9/8/93 

11/13/94 
9/8/93 

11/13/94 

9/8/93 

9/8/93 

9/8/93 

9/8/93 

9/8/93 


Standards 


9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 
11/13/94 


9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 


11/13/94 
9/8/93 




























10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 
10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 


10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
10/24/95, 60 FR 54439 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 





2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 


2/22/95, 60 FR 9778 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 


10/24/95, 60 FR 54439. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 


Regulated Activities and Prohibitions 

















Incinerator Burning 
Sulfur Compounds in Fuel 
Particulate Matter from Becoming Airborne 
Storage of Organic Liquids 
Volatile Organic Compound Control (VOC) 









9/8/93 
9/8/93 
9/8/93 

9/8/93 
11/13/94 


2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
2/22/95, 60 FR 9778. 
10/24/95, 60 FR 54439 


except section 324.121. 





except section 452.5. 
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TABLE 6—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE OLYMPIC REGION CLEAN AIR AGENCY (ORCAA) JURISDICTION 


[Applicable in Clallam, Grays Harbor, Jefferson, Mason, Pacific, and Thurston counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Eval- 
uation Council (EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 
173-415-012] 






State citation 








173-400-010 .... 
173-400-020 .... 
173-400-030 .... 
173-400-040 .... 


173-400-050 .... 
173-400-060 .... 
173-400-070 .... 


173-400-081 .... 
173-400-091 .... 


173-400-100 .... 
173-400-105 .... 
173-400-107 .... 
173-400-110 .... 
173-400-112 .... 


173-400-118 .... 
173-400-151 .... 
173-400-161 .... 
173-400-171 .... 
173-400-190 .... 
173-400-200 .... 


173-400-205 .... 
173-400-210 .... 


173-400-220 .... 
173-400-230 .... 
173-400-240 .... 
173-400-250 ..... 
173-400-260 .... 


Title/subject 


EPA approval date 


Washington Department of Ecology Regulations 


Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-400—General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 


= 


Policy and Purpose 

Applicability 

IQIININEN NE dig doce cc ccuiceccaadsdaxecacassacssaxaseiens 

General Standards for Maximum Emis- 
sions. 

Emission Standards for Combustion and 
Incineration Units. 

Emission Standards for General Process 
Units. 

Emission Standards for Certain Source 
Categories. 

Startup and Shutdown 

Voluntary Limits on Emissions 


Registration 

Records, Monitoring and Reporting 

Excess Emissions 

New Source Review (NSR) 

Requirements for New Sources in Non- 
attainment Areas. 

Requirements for New Sources in Attain- 
ment or Unclassifiable Areas. 

Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protec- 
tion. 

Compliance Schedules 

Public Involvement 

Requirements for Nonattainment Areas .... 

Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion 
Techniques. 

Adjustment for Atmospheric Conditions ..... 

Emission Requirements of Prior Jurisdic- 
tions. 

Requirements for Board Members ............. 

Regulatory Actions 

Criminal Penalties 

Appeals 

Conflict of Interest 











Explanations 








3/22/91 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 


9/20/93 
9/20/93 


9/20/93 
9/20/93 
9/20/93 
9/20/93 
9/20/93 


9/20/93 





3/22/91 


3/22/91 
9/20/93 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
3/20/93 
3/22/91 
9/20/93 
3/22/91 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 








except (1)(c), and (1)(d), (2), (4), 
and the 2nd paragraph of (6). 
except the exception provision in 


(3). 


except (7). 


including — all 


regulatory orders 


issued pursuant to this section. 


except (8). 


except (5). 





Olympic Region Clean Air Agency Regulations 


Rule 6.2 Outdoor Burning 









8.1.1 





No Residential or Land Clearing Burning .. 


Curtailment 
Recreational Burning 


Rule 8.1 


NUN ipo aid uae Neal al ceae adele a yd 





2/4/12 





3/18/11 
3/18/11 


5/22/10 


10/3/13, 78 FR 61188 


10/3/13, 78 FR 61188 
10/3/13, 78 FR 61188 


Wood Heating 














10/3/13, 78 FR 61188. 








Only as it applies to the cities of 
Olympia, Lacey, and Tumwater. 





5/22/10 
5/22/10 


10/3/13, 78 FR 61188. 
10/3/13, 78 FR 61188. 


General Emission Standards 
Prohibited Fuel Types 






























8.1.3 





Ao ceccesncacceess CSR MINN cs icdca ceria ea races heh das iacaaastateninats 5/22/10 | 10/3/13, 78 FR 61188. 

EUS he oeeecxs NN os cias picasa cdiasyicaceccasasaureavaceaesas 5/22/10 | 10/3/13, 78 FR 61188. 

SEE cssicxctescaszaae Sale and_ Installation of Uncertified 5/22/10 | 10/3/13, 78 FR 61188. 
Woodstoves. 









5/22/10 


Disposal of Uncertified Woodstoves 10/3/13, 78 FR 61188 
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TABLE 7—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE PUGET SOUND CLEAN AIR AGENCY (PSCAA) JURISDICTION 


[Applicable in King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) 
jurisdiction and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 










State 
effective 
date 
















State citation Title/subject EPA approval date Explanations 


Washington Department of Ecology Regulations 


Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-400—General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 





















173-400-010 .... | Policy and Purpose .......... cece eeeeseeeeeeeees 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173400020 ....... | \ADDIGADINIY . ...2c.ccsccsccssinccecsssssdovcsaveessouunvsee 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
17 B—BCD=9 30) 2c: JADSUAUOIS: .cccacccs.sssscecscesscasseesvsscdcaexvesasseonzess 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-040 .... | General Standards for Maximum Emis- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ............ except (1)(c), and (1)(d), (2), (4), 
sions. and the 2nd paragraph of (6). 
173-400-050 .... | Emission Standards for Combustion and 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except the exception provision in 
Incineration Units. (3). 
173-400-060 .... | Emission Standards for General Process 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
Units. 
173-400-070 .... | Emission Standards for Certain Source 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (7). 
Categories. 
173-400-081 .... | Startup and Shutdown... eee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-091 .... | Voluntary Limits on Emissions .................. 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... including all regulatory orders 
issued pursuant to this section. 
173-4O0=4100 ...:. |HREGISWANON) cicscsiccisccceseccnccsesscenssecscersasversees 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-105 .... | Records, Monitoring and Reporting ........... 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-AGD=107 .... | EEXCOSS EMISSIONS ....:.0..005.<sesessesncocesoeansoeree 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-110 .... | New Source Review (NSR) .......... eee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-112 .... | Requirements for New Sources in Non- 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (8). 
attainment Areas. 
173-400-113 .... | Requirements for New Sources in Attain- 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ............ except (5). 
ment or Unclassifiable Areas. 
173-400-151 .... | Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protec- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
tion. 
173-400-161 .... | Compliance Schedules 0.0... eee 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-171 .... | Public Involvement ........... cee eeeeeeeeeeeeeee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-190 .... | Requirements for Nonattainment Areas .... 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-200 .... | Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
Techniques. 
173-400-205 .... | Adjustment for Atmospheric Conditions ..... 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-210 .... | Emission Requirements of Prior Jurisdic- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
tions. 
173-400-220 .... | Requirements for Board Members ............. 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-230 .... | Regulatory ACtionS ........ ce eeeeeeeeetees 3/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-240 .... | Criminal Penalties oo... eee eres 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
AVS=SOO=P5D |... PADD CAS: ccieco.c-oesceicasponsssnatasgstcaasvesnasssieceesnvae 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-260 .... | Conflict of Interest... cere eeee 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 





Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulations 


Regulation |—Article 1: Policy, Short Title, and Definitions 












11/1/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 











NAM OTAGONCY: ...<0..0:0c0sssecessessssecvessoeeroonses 11/1/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
WS oo ceatetc ress RSNA IE MUG as sicccvnssieaticescvssnsenceccsseece ses saternessane 11/1/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
ROY ecsc esate PDT UIPON Sy o22cncssoxstsasicciscpsouscesteeoususeeswosadeas 5/19/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 





Regulation |—Article 3: General Provisions 













Reasonably Available Control Technology 4/17/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007 ........ except (e). 
Gredible vidOnee: .......<.0.0..0.c..sccenssesseesescee 11/14/98 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 





Regulation I—Article 5: Registration 














specscncteeeeeeee Applicability and Purpose of the Registra- 11/1/96 | 8/6/97, 62 FR 42216. 


tion Program. 
Registration Required ou... eee eeeeeeeeees 
General Reporting Requirements for Reg- 
istration. 





8/13/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007 ......... except (a)(5). 
11/1/98 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 








Regulation I—Article 6: New Source Review 











Ra MOBaichstecvanssccenes Notice of Construction .........cccccccceeeeeeeeeeeeees 11/1/96 | 8/6/97, 62 FR 42216. 
BBAOD: ct cccp keene Notice of Construction Review Fees. ......... 11/1/97 | 4/21/98, 63 FR 19658. 
6.06 Public Notice 5/19/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 
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TABLE 7—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE PUGET SOUND CLEAN AIR AGENCY (PSCAA) JURISDICTION— 
Continued 


[Applicable in King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) 
jurisdiction and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 














State 
Title/subject effective EPA approval date 
date 


State citation Explanations 





5/19/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 





ehcunenestistaste, Order of Approval—Order to Prevent Con- 
struction. 























COE cs ccsuerestaxeaee Emission Reduction Credit Banking .......... 1/1/93 | 8/29/94, 59 FR 44324. 
ODS esscscsia circa, Notice: Of COMPpletiOny.....5.:.-cccsenvessvencecenesises 5/19/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734 ......... 
ClO ecAcntiwass Work Done without an Approval ................ 11/1/97 | 4/21/98, 63 FR 19658. 





Regulation I—Article 7: Operating Permits 


WR acces asoe ese. General Reporting Requirements for ......... 11/1/98 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
| CHG LAINE PUES acess iaassccisceusastnscecesinadeatacs 


Regulation I—Article 8: Outdoor Burning 











Se eesti General Conditions for Outdoor Burning ... | 1/1/01 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 

SRE sccecscvsenteseiws Agniouitital Burning) so. ccicieesccscssasesacsasseusees 1/1/01 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 

CRO fo cicccsxcsachvcten Outdoor Burning Ozone Contingency 1/23/03 | 8/5/04, 69 FR 47364. 
Measure. 

ins see areas Description of King County No-Burn Area 1/1/01 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 

RO as cscwezccccncasiys Description of Pierce County No-Burn 1/1/01 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
Area. 

iN sei tsckcnceehne Description of Snohomish County No-Burn 1/1/01 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007 ......... 
Area. 

UA ies ccccesctaszcens Description of Kitsap County No-Burn 11/30/02 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
Area. 











Regulation I—Article 9: Emission Standards 


SEE GE 




















RO eae, Emission of Air Contaminant: Visual 4/17/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007 ......... except (e). 
Standard. 

NO aetctcs ess Opacity Standards for Equipment with 6/1/98 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007 ......... except (d)(2) & (f). 
Continuous Opacity Monitoring Systems. 

OR sc sacctecslccsenas FUGUE ERIN ois ieiccnnoncccecssasenaccdoactarcuseens 1/13/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 

QO fctcncuertices Sulfur Dioxide Emission Standard ............. 5/19/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 

OR occesasnasaseee Fuel Oi Standards... cc cceseccecenssccvesscesscesece 5/19/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 

FO cakes srcseexss Particulate Matter Emission Standards ...... 6/1/98 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 

Res daxeute ccxdeesvess Fugitive Dust Control Measures. ................ 4/17/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 

DONO acisirechsctuvaus Spray-Coating Operations ............. cee 9/1/01 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007 ......... 





6/9/88 | 8/29/94, 59 FR 44324. 


BO nsdeinaesscustdes Maintenance of Equipment .................08 








Regulation I—Article 12: Standards of Performance for Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 


eves dieaxcraaes PMCARAIG Bia foc cisco iasssuceskeesestescacepaceeandaanec 6/1/98 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007 ......... 
Eeausucevsa tees Continuous Emission Monitoring Systems 11/1/04 | 9/17/13, 78 FR 57073. 














Regulation I—Article 13: Solid Fuel Burning Device Standards 





TOD cacseccccecncenes PONGY ANGE PUN OSG ooi.5: vicsscnicescccsenscoseseuctnes 12/01/12 | 5/29/13, 78 FR 32131. 
WO eee oes acccsaaniis’ ENT OW NEN occ cfatirae ca tecatyode eueneuineveuetaieastns 12/01/12 | 5/29/13, 78 FR 32131. 
ROCs we asec OCWAGH YS STANG ANG. ec .idea ces acalnercrsdessioneasess 12/01/12 | 5/29/13, 78 FR 32131. 
WOE ass csscesaacctes Prohibited Fuel Types. .............ccceeeeesseeeeees 12/01/12 | 5/29/13, 78 FR 32131. 
RMON Sores ox tacticeactan CEI ooo faded ccs cs seasons aes saacassacs yards 12/01/12 | 5/29/13, 78 FR 32131. 
WROG oiccceccceinse. Emission Performance Standards 12/01/12 | 5/29/13, 78 FR 32131 





WOOP siscaaseatavise xs COMRINGONOW FIA 5. adiicncsancncoacenccasciassedsscves 12/01/12 | 5/29/13, 78 FR 32131. 





Regulation Il—Article 1: Purpose, Policy, Short Title, and Definitions 





GRR is cir PMR 8 sc victiveccstokediyticarcnericsaeeines 11/1/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
We scees etna tei cai sss ceca cacecassb eae eugtuancatsneweaeunetieacinns 11/1/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
Wie canacctsece INN NINE i cosscccseia Ses andan teh rata, 11/1/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
Wie ceaceseatccncacecs General Definitions 12/11/80 | 2/28/83, 48 FR 8273 








WR occ cascastaxcisey Special Definitions 9/1/03 | 9/17/13, 78 FR 57073. 





Regulation ll—Article 2: Gasoline Marketing Emission Standards 








POR redicezscsucaan RR CCINCN cs ccae sash waxtdcoseatatuaesecxdsescarseca 8/13/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
OE issicnshenuctccaces Petroleum Refineries .............ccccsseeeeesneeees 7/15/91 | 8/29/94, 59 FR 44324. 
Be eicstecuzirescesesney Gasoline Loading Terminals ................008 1/13/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 


BON ea icbcienwis Bulle Gasoline: Plant: ......200.ccccscoccccccscecacecsse 7/15/91 | 8/29/94, 59 FR 44324. 
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TABLE 7—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE PUGET SOUND CLEAN AIR AGENCY (PSCAA) JURISDICTION— 
Continued 


[Applicable in King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) 
jurisdiction and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 











State 
effective 
date 








State citation Title/subject EPA approval date Explanations 





















1/10/00 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 


GASOINME StANOMNS siccsiccciccsecdisesesccanssecsoceacese 
















Gasoline Transport Tanks ...........ccccceeeee 8/13/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
PO 6 ssveccceccsensvaen Oxygenated Gasoline Carbon Monoxide 1/23/03 | 8/5/04, 69 FR 47365. 
Contingency Measure and Fee Sched- 
ule. 
PO oie h tates Gasoline Station Ozone Contingency 1/23/03 | 8/5/04, 69 FR 47365. 





Measure. 





Regulation ll—Article 3: Miscellaneous Volatile Organic Compound Emission Standards 





MON, <secseccopsncunaures Cutback Asphalt Paving ...........:cceeeeeeee 7/15/91 | 8/29/94, 59 FR 44324. 

NOD ep cesctscessseents Volatile Organic Compound Storage 8/13/99 | 8/31/04, 69 FR 53007. 
Tanks. 

ONO ct tate Can and Paper Coating Operations. .......... 3/17/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 

MOS iescscseoucretapencs Motor Vehicle and Mobile Equipment 9/1/03 | 9/17/13, 78 FR 57073. 
Coating Operations. 

MODY sree cseesmcusacstes Graphic Arts SyStOMS. ...c0..c.:c0seccecc.cesesceseeas 1/13/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 

BAO sspuenatcisetce ei Polyester, Vinylester, Gelcoat, and Resin 1/13/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33734. 
Operations. 

MO icopcae etuunieee Aerospace Component Coating Oper- 1/13/94 | 6/29/95, 60 FR 33736 ......... 
ations. 








TABLE 8—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE SOUTHWEST CLEAN AIR AGENCY (SWCAA) JURISDICTION 


[Applicable in Clark, Cowlitz, Lewis, Skamania and Wahkiakum counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council 
(EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 








State 
effective 
date 











State citation Title/subject EPA approval date Explanations 






Washington Department of Ecology Regulations 








Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-400—General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 














173-460-010 ...... | PONCYIANG PUNPOSE. .....:cccccccesses-ncsseresesneees 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
AVS—A0G=920  ..... | ADIGA cc. sccsercsscdssssseccsessatceseecdvesnnctneses 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
17 3 SOO 030... | MD BPUMBONS ca casewsessiodicestissccssnssalssnsensaetvoose’ 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-040 .... | General Standards for Maximum Emis- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... | except (1)(c), and (1)(d), (2), (4), 
sions. and the 2nd paragraph of (6). 
173-400-050 .... | Emission Standards for Combustion and 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except the exception provision in 
Incineration Units. (3). 
173-400-060 .... | Emission Standards for General Process 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
Units. 
173-400-070 .... | Emission Standards for Certain Source 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (7). 
Categories. 
173-400-081 .... | Startup and Shutdown wu... eee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-091 .... | Voluntary Limits on Emissions .................. 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... including all regulatory orders 
issued pursuant to this section. 
49.38 SOO=A0D: 22. | WREBISWALON: so scscssinsetdscastisesencsnieensvarseneteees 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-105 .... | Records, Monitoring and Reporting ........... 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
1ZS—AQOHAIO7. 0... 4 EEKGOSS EMISSIONS ice. cecccseecsscsctecssacessceenss<s 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-110 .... | New Source Review (NSR) ............c ee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-112 .... | Requirements for New Sources in Non- 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (8). 
attainment Areas. 
173-400-113 .... | Requirements for New Sources in Attain- 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (5). 
ment or Unclassifiable Areas. 
173-400-151 .... | Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protec- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
tion. 
173-400-161 .... | Compliance Schedules ............. cee 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-171 .... | Public Involvement .......... cece eeeeeete tenes 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-190 .... | Requirements for Nonattainment Areas .... 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-200 .... | Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
Techniques. 
173-400-205 .... | Adjustment for Atmospheric Conditions ..... 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-210 .... | Emission Requirements of Prior Jurisdic- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
tions. 
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TABLE 8—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE SOUTHWEST CLEAN AIR AGENCY (SWCAA) JURISDICTION— 
Continued 


[Applicable in Clark, Cowlitz, Lewis, Skamania and Wahkiakum counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council 
(EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 





State citation 





173-400-220 .... 
173-400-230 .... 
173-400-240 .... 
173-400-250 .... 
173-400-260 .... 





Title/subject 


Requirements for Board Members 
Regulatory Actions 
Criminal Penalties 
Appeals 
Conflict of Interest 
















400-010 
400-020 


400-040 


400-050 
400-052 
400-060 
400-070 


400-074 
400-081 


400-105 
400-107 
400-109 


400-110 
400-111 


400-112 
400-113 


400-114 


400-116 
400-151 


400-161 
400-171 
400-190 
400-200 


400-205 
400-210 


400-260 


State 
effective 


date 


3/22/91 
3/20/93 
3/22/91 
9/20/93 
3/22/91 
















6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


Southwest Clean Air Agency Regulations 


EPA approval date 















Explanations 








General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 


Policy and Purpose 
Applicability 
Definitions 


General Standards for Maximum Emis- 
sions. 


Emission Standards for Combustion and 
Incineration Units. 


Stack Sampling of Major Combustion 
Sources. 

Emission Standards for General Process 
Units. 

Emission Standards for Certain Source 
Categories. 


Gasoline Transport Tankers 
Startup and Shutdown 
Voluntary Limits on Emissions 
Voluntary Limits on Emissions 
Registration and Operating Permits 


Sources Exempt from Registration Re- 
quirements. 

Records, Monitoring and Reporting 

Excess Emissions 

Notice of Construction Application 


New Source Review 

Requirements for Sources in a Mainte- 
nance Plan Area. 

Requirements for New Sources in Non- 
attainment Areas. 

Requirements for New Sources in Attain- 
ment or Nonclassifiable Areas. 

Requirements for Replacement or Sub- 
stantial Alteration for Emission Control 
Technology at an Existing Stationary 
Source. 

Maintenance of Equipment 

Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protec- 
tion. 

Compliance Schedules 

Public Involvement 

Requirements for Nonattainment Areas .... 

Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion 
Techniques. 

Adjustment for Atmospheric Conditions 

Emission Requirements of Prior Jurisdic- 
tions. 

Requirements for Board Members 

Regulatory Actions & Civil Penalties 

Criminal Penalties 

Appeals 

Conflict of Interest 

Confidentiality of Records & Information ... 








9/21/95 
9/21/95 
11/21/96 


9/21/95 


9/21/95 
9/21/95 
9/21/95 
9/21/95 


9/21/95 
9/21/95 
11/8/93 
9/21/95 
9/21/95 


11/21/96 


9/21/95 
9/21/95 
11/21/96 


11/21/96 
11/21/96 


11/21/96 
11/21/96 


11/21/96 


11/21/96 
9/21/95 


9/21/95 
9/21/95 
11/21/96 
9/21/95 


9/21/95 
9/21/95 


9/21/95 
9/21/95 
9/21/95 
9/21/95 
9/21/95 
9/21/95 








2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
5/19/97, 62 FR 27204 


2/26/97, 62 FR 8624 


2/26/97, 62 FR 8624 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
5/3/95, 60 FR 21703. 


2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
5/19/97, 62 FR 27204 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 


2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 


2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 


2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 


except 2nd sentence in two sub- 
sections (14) & (49), subsection 
(84). 

except (1)(c), and (1)(d), (2), (4), 
and the exception provision of 
(6)(a). 

except the exception provision in 


(3). 


except (5). 


| except the first sentence of 


(3)(a)(iv) & (4). 


| except subsections (3)(b), (3)(c), 


(3)(g), (3)(h), (3)(i). 
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TABLE 8—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE SOUTHWEST CLEAN AIR AGENCY (SWCAA) JURISDICTION— 
Continued 


[Applicable in Clark, Cowlitz, Lewis, Skamania and Wahkiakum counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council 
(EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 




















State 
State citation Title/subject —" EPA approval date Explanations 
ate 
disseseasses, | NROWETSHOIPAUNIOINY Wi. ct scscudeesaendenaeseaeeses 9/21/95 | 2/26/97, 62 FR 8624. 
Emission Standards and Controls for Sources Emitting Volatile Organic Compounds 
490-010 ow. POMCYHAMNGPUNPOSE: .n..<cccsecesoveccosessesesezseenes 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-020 ............ PDI AINOIAS 9 onc5cs sevsvcesckcascenbsncrienacboasseveboasensesss 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-025 ......... General Applicability .............cceeeeeeeeeeees 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-030 ......... Registration and Reporting «0.0.0... 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-040 we. PAB MIBINS  -xoscsocsctesnassascccusactosevcovuteasessess 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-080 ............ Exceptions & Alternative Methods ............. 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-090 ...... New Source Review ........ccccceceeeteeeeeeeees 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-200 ......... Petroleum Refinery Equipment Leaks ....... 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-201 ............ Petroleum Liquid Storage in External 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
Floating Roof Tanks. 
490-202 oe. Leaks from Gasoline Transport Tanks and 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
Vapor Collection Systems. 
490-208 ............. Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-204 wo. Graphic Arts SYStOMS. ......0:50.60..0000cessreeonsee0 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-205 ............ Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
Parts and Products. 
490-207 ............ Surface Coating of Flatwood Paneling ...... 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
490-208 ....... Aerospace Assembly & Component Coat- 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
ing Operations. 








Emissions Standards and Controls for Sources Emitting Gasoline Vapors 





— 





BO1=O10) ......002..02 PollieyrangRinpOse: acca ssiiescetca toes ecsceecion ce 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. | 
491-015 we. PSECAINNY xc cs Sawn eho arecend el este os 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. | 
491-020 oo... SDE MANNA feos ecnse se eeea sans sanacatsweeutaseetecebens 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
491-030 oe. PRES BIAUOIR > cass ciogss sis aonseotreacuresceneseraweaseesssesees 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
491-040 wo. Gasoline Vapor Control Requirements ...... 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
491-050 ............ Failures, Certification, Testing & Record- 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
keeping. 
491-060 ............ SOU OTANI) a.2 ov esavctecssnaprdee ios eseesooonommesiuare 11/21/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 








Oxygenated Fuels 






























492-010 ............ PRC ANG PING OBS .n.5iiecsssesciscaosorsscentncesses 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
492-020 .......... PAS CRA D echsccats is ny taees a veeocsenenseereosees 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
492-030 .......... SES ABUT AES assy et ocruvs Secesdei Seo woeocsuee 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
492-040 wo. Compliance Requirements .........ccee 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. | 
492-050 ............ Registration Requirements .............ce 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
492-060 ............. Labeling Requirement ............ccseeseeeeeeeee 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. | 
492-070 oe Control Area and Control Period ............... 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
492-080 ............ Enforcement and Compliance ................05 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
492-090 .......... Unplanned Conditions ...........ccceeeeeeeees 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
492-100 SOTA oops tsanecesctecss cae sseeemndennoerenee 11/21/96 | 4/30/97, 62 FR 23363. 
VOC Area Source Rules 
493-100 uu... Consumer Products (Reserved) ............04 05/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
ABS 200-010. 0: [WARDIGCAIINY: .....00;.scseccdenwsorccernocsenssscusnadecoaais 05/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
ADS—=2OO=O020 2... | (EMMONS ......scscerscsssosccssosesvseseroncerseaeseeeessaes 05/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
493-200-030 .... | Spray Paint Standards & Exemptions ....... 05/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
493-200-040 .... | Requirements for Manufacture, Sale and 05/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
Use of Spray Paint. 
493-200-050 .... | Recordkeeping & Reporting Requirements 05/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
493-200-060 .... | Inspection and Testing Requirements ....... 05/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
493-300-010 .... | Applicability 0... ec eseeeeetneeeenees 5/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
ABS—SPO=O20  ....:. |MBSWIMUOMS .....005..scrccrvesecscrvsrsssoneunsacsadoesnsenes 5/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
493-300-030 ...... | STAMGANAS nncccesesscssecscssonsesccssacssesscsossscecosess 5/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
493-300-040 .... | Requirements for Manufacture, Sale and 5/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
Use of Architectural Coatings. 
493-300-050 .... | Recordkeeping & Reporting Requirements 5/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
493-300-060 .... | Inspection and Testing Requirements ....... 5/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
ADS-—AGG O40) | PPDINCADNIY sescccsccsicscocentenseassesusosvss sosseveeres-n 05/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
AQ3—-A00=020) .... | IDETNIIONS .2..0...ccsecescoveassessssecsseneenensesrneesa es 05/26/96 | 5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
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TABLE 8—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE SOUTHWEST CLEAN AIR AGENCY (SWCAA) JURISDICTION— 


Continued 


[Applicable in Clark, Cowlitz, Lewis, Skamania and Wahkiakum counties, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council 
(EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 


State citation 


493-400-030 ... 
493-400-040 .... 


493-400-050 .... 
493-400-060 .... 


493-400-070 ..... 
493-500-010 .... 
493-500-020 .... 
493-500-030 .... 
493-500-040 .... 


Title/subject 


Coating Standards & Exemptions 

Requirements for Manufacture & Sale of 
Coating. 

Requirements for Motor Vehicle Refin- 
ishing in Vancouver AQMA. 

Recordkeeping and Reporting Require- 
ments. 

Inspection & Testing Requirements 

Applicability 

Compliance Extensions ...............c:cccseeeeeees 

Exemption from Disclosure to the Public ... 

Future Review 





State 
effective 
date 


05/26/96 
05/26/96 


05/26/96 


05/26/96 


05/26/96 
05/26/96 
05/26/96 
05/26/96 
05/26/96 





EPA approval date 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 
5/19/97, 62 FR 27204. 


5/19/97, 62 FR 27204 


Explanations 





TABLE 9—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE SPOKANE REGIONAL CLEAN AIR AGENCY (SRCAA) 
JURISDICTION 


[Applicable in Spokane County, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject 
to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 





State citation 





173-400-010 .... 
173-400-020 .... 
173-400-030 .... 
173-400-040 .... 


173-400-050 .... 
173-400-060 .... 
173-400-070 .... 


173-400-081 .... 
173-400-091 .... 


173-400-100 .... 
173-400-105 .... 
173-400-107 .... 
173-400-110 .... 
173-400-112 .... 


173-400-113 .... 
173-400-151 .... 


173-400-161 .... 
173-400-171 .... 
173-400-190 .... 
173-400-200 .... 


173-400-205 ..... 
173-400-210 .... 


173-400-220 .... 
173-400-230 .... 
173-400-240 .... 
173-400-250 .... 
173-400-260 .... 


Title/subject 






State 
effective 
date 


Washington Department of Ecology Regulations 










EPA approval date 


Explanations 


Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-400—General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 


Policy and Purpose 
Applicability 


General Standards for Maximum Emis- 
sions. 

Emission Standards for Combustion and 
Incineration Units. 

Emission Standards for General Process 
Units. 

Emission Standards for Certain Source 
Categories. 

Startup and Shutdown 

Voluntary Limits on Emissions 


Registration 

Records, Monitoring and Reporting 

Excess Emissions 

New Source Review (NSR) 

Requirements for New Sources in Non- 
attainment Areas. 

Requirements for New Sources in Attain- 
ment or Unclassifiable Areas. 

Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protec- 
tion. 

Compliance Schedules 

Public Involvement 

Requirements for Nonattainment Areas .... 

Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion 
Techniques. 

Adjustment for Atmospheric Conditions ..... 

Emission Requirements of Prior Jurisdic- 
tions. 

Requirements for Board Members ............. 

Regulatory Actions 

Criminal Penalties 

Appeals 

Conflict of Interest 








ENRON Nh 5 scacdacks tdases civstsisvevsacceutescaqwenuaes 











3/22/91 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 


9/20/93 
9/20/93 


9/20/93 
9/20/93 
9/20/93 
9/20/93 
9/20/93 


9/20/93 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
9/20/93 
3/22/91 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
3/22/91 


3/22/91 
3/20/93 
3/22/91 
9/20/93 
3/22/91 





6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 


except (1)(c), and (1)(d), (2), (4), 

| and the 2nd paragraph of (6). 

/ except the exception provision in 
(3). 


"except (7). 
including all regulatory orders 


issued pursuant to this section. 


except (8). 


except (5). 
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TABLE 9—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE SPOKANE REGIONAL CLEAN AIR AGENCY (SRCAA) 
JURISDICTION—Continued 


[Applicable in Spokane County, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject 
to the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 


State 


State citation Title/subject effective EPA approval date Explanations 
date 





Spokane Regional Clean Air Agency Regulations 








Regulation I—Article Vi—Emissions Prohibited 





BNOD sachsssaitecernst Particulate Matter & Preventing Particulate 11/12/93 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 


Matter from becoming Airborne. 
Bie 5. icespenes Standards for Control of Particulate Matter 2/13/99 | 4/12/99, 64 FR 17545. 
on Paved Surfaces. 
WS creche ses Standards for Control of Particulate Matter 2/13/99 | 4/12/99, 64 FR 17545. 
on Unpaved Roads. 
BMG ec oschenceeacceiens Motor Fuel Specifications for Oxygenated 7/6/95 | 9/22/97, 62 FR 49442” ....... *correction: 12/31/97, 
Gasoline. 62 FR 68187. 





| 
Regulation |—Article VilI—Solid Fuel Burning Device Standards 

















BBO sssachhesceuneaees PUMPS BO oss ccsscdsatstespcnonsvacbastecssshespesteedseesoee 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
BHO? ses caestesnecn ccs PSST AIOY oes ccanc cs xz ccdhce Sc censsersboisuastensbeowsece 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
BMS icy eel scales PRCT IMHIOIAS os cosessceloktaracec coussseencsouensenceveces 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
BME isn cncecancstens Emission Performance Standards ............. 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
BROS ce ceentewcncten Opacity StaNGANGS 2.1..5.<cs2cccserssscsssnccssesnesnes 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
BNO! cessetconczstensties Prohibited Fuel Types uu... esses eeeees 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
BOY, icsvececcnenecoest IS IRRANINRONAY: cose sooo ceden es eer oeccsceaseaneeeses 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
NOB: cis psnsesnseceescve FMB TINS IAS vecsisssnseccsauseasanwncvassareousnemaneivern one 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
N09 i ccccterroestcseds Procedure to Geographically Limit Solid 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
Fuel Burning Devices. 
BEM) sacuseccesesanceee Restrictions on Installation of Solid Fuel 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 
Burning Devices. 
Boa oiescenscceonpees Regulatory Actions and Penalties 9/10/94 | 1/27/97, 62 FR 3800. 











Regulation Il—Article |\V—Emissions Prohibited 








BOE ai sspecctocctee Particulate Emissions—Grain Loading Re- 4/26/79 | 6/5/80, 45 FR 37821 ........... 
strictions. 








TABLE 10—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE YAKIMA REGIONAL CLEAN AIR AGENCY (YRCAA) 
JURISDICTION 


[Applicable in Yakima County, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject to 
the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 





State 
effective 
date 



















State citation Title/subject EPA approval date Explanations 





Washington Department of Ecology Regulations 








Washington Administrative Code, Chapter 173-400—General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources 










































173—400-010 .... | Policy and PurpoSe ..............:ccssessescseseeeseees 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 

17S—400=020. «..: | AVBUCANINIY: c....c0s..csescscesssscesescssceasenezecescasee 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 

173-300-0280 -..<.4 APGWMATIONS oisco0. csc sccccsnspastiesssc.rocsuenctsieseeatess 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 

173-400-040 .... | General Standards for Maximum Emis- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (1)(c), and (1)(d), (2), (4), 
sions. and the 2nd paragraph of (6). 

173-400-050 .... | Emission Standards for Combustion and 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ............ except the exception provision in 
Incineration Units. (3). 

173-400-060 .... | Emission Standards for General Process 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
Units. 

173-400-070 ....| Emission Standards for Certain Source 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ............ except (7). 
Categories. 

173-400-081 .... | Startup and Shutdown ou... eee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 

173-400-091 .... | Voluntary Limits on Emissions .................. 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... including all regulatory orders 

issued pursuant to this section. 

173-400-100 .... | ReQistration 0... eee eeeeeteectseenteeenseetaees 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 

173-400-105 .... | Records, Monitoring and Reporting ........... 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 

173-400-107 .... | Excess EMISSIONS 0.0... eee eeteeeeteeeeee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 

173-400-110 .... | New Source Review (NSR) .........eeee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
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TABLE 10—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE YAKIMA REGIONAL CLEAN AIR AGENCY (YRCAA) 
JURISDICTION—Continued 


[Applicable in Yakima County, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject to 
the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 




































State 
State citation Title/subject effective EPA approval date Explanations 
date 
173-400-112 .... | Requirements for New Sources in Non- 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (8). 
attainment Areas. 
173-400-113 .... | Requirements for New Sources in Attain- 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... except (5). 
ment or Unclassifiable Areas. 
173-400-151 .... | Retrofit Requirements for Visibility Protec- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
tion. 
173-400-161 .... | Compliance Schedules ...............cc ee 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-171 .... | Public Involvement ............. ee ceeeeeeeeeeeteee 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-190 .... | Requirements for Nonattainment Areas .... 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-200 .... | Creditable Stack Height & Dispersion 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
Techniques. 
173-400-205 .... | Adjustment for Atmospheric Conditions ..... 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-210 .... | Emission Requirements of Prior Jurisdic- 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
tions. 
173-400-220 .... | Requirements for Board Members ............. 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-230 .... | Regulatory Actions ...........ccceeeceeeeeere eens 3/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
173-400-240 .... | Criminal Penalties ...... ee eeeeeeerees 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726. 
WEA Ee 5s. | PN a 5 cant Sc teces casein ecenececadatadveaats 9/20/93 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... 
173-400-260 .... | Conflict of Interest 0.0... cee eeeeteeeeeees 3/22/91 | 6/2/95, 60 FR 28726 ........... 
Yakima Regional Clean Air Agency Regulations 
Article |—Policy, Short Title and Definitions 
TOW ec eeaeeinces OMEN aca as css ated ciceassese views ecaiaseee 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
WG a. sssvcaccrcsans SINGIN WENN ois cccs cece ince cca cwislSedeteavetsnezaccees 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 ............. 
TOG eiicusadieess DICT cca seuiasxcecgctereccseausavortianaurceat 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 ............. 





Article II—General Provisions 



















2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 

2/2/98, 63 FR 52689 ............. 
2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 ............. 


Nee Aer teeC es Control Officer- Powers & Duties ............... 11/18/93 
Miscellaneous Provisions ..........ccccccceeeeeeee es 11/18/93 
Pilbvssteadaatan as CONTA es cccsscndacastas aces donvessesdsciasnses 11/18/93 
Pavasiavehnadieriys PUUIGELIN COUINGID oss cose cas diccecsnawccteatacaxctends 11/18/93 






Article III—Violations—Orders and Hearings 

















HORS 24s sce eekeees Notice of Violation—Corrective Action 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
Hearings. 
Clee scacsecsceadcanvess Ee ARCHARU CVE CNG i550 oo an acdtscuaccouadacvoaatess 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
Se Deters su iecearaes Stay of Order Pending Appeal ...............0. 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 .............. 
Resa adetvackeascrets Voluntary: Complianee: ...0..0...<ccccsecssesorsesnsnes 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 ............ 





Article |V—Registration and Notice of Construction 



















ELGG CANO LER oss ccaseisi gaits ccasctatccestnaszeacsesses 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
Notice of COnstriictions «..:....:ccccccceccosscecesscess 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 ............. 
see aaa a Exceptions to: Anticle: 4: ...2..2.siscccccerescssenessees 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 ............. 






Article V—Emissions Standards and Preventative Measures 


CHORD oe veccsatend ceases CUM: EAU NIN Ge 5 ia ccsn hoses eae ece esas inven 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 

Pe tis ttcses becak Regulations Applicable to all Outdoor 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
Burning. 

RO issvczcseeesisass Regulations Applicable to all Outdoor 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 


Burning within Jurisdiction of the Yak- 
ima County Clean Air Authority, Local 
Cities, Towns, Fire Protection Districts 
and Conservation Districts. 

SRO a vccssd ile cacens Regulations Applicable to Permits Issued 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
by the Yakima County Clean Air Author- 
ity for all Other Outdoor Burning. 





OB sisecdasetances Additional Restrictions on Outdoor Burning 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 

FO acasccteccainioas General Standards for Maximum Permis- 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
sible Emissions. 

SE Ba Siccshcic Minimum Emission Standards for Com- 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 





bustion and Incineration Sources. 
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TABLE 10—ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS APPROVED FOR THE YAKIMA REGIONAL CLEAN AIR AGENCY (YRCAA) 


JURISDICTION—Continued 


[Applicable in Yakima County, excluding facilities subject to Energy Facilities Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) jurisdiction and facilities subject to 
the applicability sections of WAC 173-405-012, WAC 173-410-012, and WAC 173-415-012] 


Title/subject 


State citation 












State 
effective 
date 












NOS Scrextncoesistenes Minimum Emissions Standards for Gen- 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
eral Process Sources. 
BAO so ssssvssessncunaes Sensitive Area Designation .......... ee 6/20/94 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
Be cine Monitoring and Special Reporting .............. 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 
Be x ssoncustusbencess Preventive M@ASUFeS ou... eceeeeeeeeeeeees 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 
Article Vill—Penalty and Severability 

BONE csosaseessenadecys Penalty Aor ViGIAWON: cc.ccsccless. iat scsececesiccossean 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
BRP pe cecepecee eee Additional/Alternative Penalties ............0... 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
BOS cepstsnescevecsbate Assurance of Discontinuance ..............005 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
RSMO cis svsencsnsees Restraining Order—Injunctions ................ 11/18/93 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 

ce tee RSV Y sas scsaiconsctsstenposseonsnassoneeseuterdeoeuee 12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 













EPA approval date 


Explanations 























Article |X—Woodstoves and Fireplaces 












Prohibitive Fuel Types 
Limitations of Sales of Solid 
Devices. 


Pollution Episodes. 


Prohibition of Visible Emissions During Air 








11/18/93 
11/18/93 
11/18/93 
11/18/93 









Fuel Burning 







12/15/95 


2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 


2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 








Article XII—Adoption of State and Federal Regulations 











State Regulations 





Article Xilll—Fee Schedules and Other Charges 










Outdoor Burning Permit Fees 


[FR Doc. 2014-23016 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Part 81 


[EPA—HQ-OAR-2013-0694; FRL 9917-34- 
Region 5] 


Identification of Nonattainment 
Classification and Deadlines for 
Submission of State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) Provisions for the 1997 Fine 
Particle (PM, 5) National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard (NAAQS) and 2006 
PM..; NAAQS; Correction 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Correcting amendments. 





SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) published a final rule in 
the Federal Register on June 2, 2014, 
updating 40 CFR part 81, “Designation 
of Areas for Air Quality Planning 


Registration and Fee Schedule 
Notice of Construction Fee Schedule 














Purposes’”’ for the 1997 and 2006 PM2.s 
NAAQS nonattainment areas. An error 
in the table for the Wisconsin 2006 24- 
hour PM2.5 NAAQS in 40 CFR 81.350 is 
identified and corrected in this action. 
DATES: This final rule is effective on 
October 3, 2014. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Christos Panos, Environmental 
Engineer, Attainment Planning and 
Maintenance Section, Air Programs 
Branch (AR-18J), Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 5, 77 West 
Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, Illinois 
60604, (312) 353-8328, panos.christos@ 
epa.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA 
published a final rule document on June 
2, 2014, (79 FR 31566) updating 40 CFR 
part 81, ‘Designation of Areas for Air 
Quality Planning Purposes” for the 1997 
and 2006 PM>2,5 NAAQS nonattainment 
areas. This final rule included revisions 
to 40 CFR 81.350 to remove the tables 
titled ““Wisconsin—PM>s (Annual 
NAAQS)” and ‘“‘Wisconsin—PM> 5 [24- 
hour NAAQS]” and to add three tables 
titled ‘“‘Wisconsin—1997 Annual PM> <5 


12/15/95 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269 


1/13/94 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
6/20/94 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 
6/20/94 | 2/2/98, 63 FR 5269. 








NAAQS (Primary and Secondary)”’ and 
“Wisconsin—1997 24-hour PM2.s 
NAAQS (Primary and Secondary)” and 
‘“‘Wisconsin—2006 24-hour PM2 s 
NAAQS (Primary and Secondary)’’. The 
entry for the Milwaukee-Racine 
designated area in the Wisconsin—2006 
24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS table erroneously 
indicated that the area was designated 
as nonattainment when, in fact, the area 
had been redesignated to attainment 
status on April 22, 2014. 79 FR 22415. 
Therefore, the entry for the Milwaukee- 
Racine area is being corrected to reflect 
the correct attainment designation. 


List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 81 


Environmental protection, Air 
pollution control, National parks, 
Wilderness areas. 

Dated: September 22, 2014. 

Susan Hedman, 
Regional Administrator, Region 5. 


40 CFR part 81 is corrected by making 
the following correcting amendments: 
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PART 81—DESIGNATION OF AREAS 
FOR AIR QUALITY PLANNING 
PURPOSES 


w 1. The authority citation for part 81 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. 


@ 2. Section 81.350 is amended by 
revising the entry for Milwaukee- 
Racine, WI in the table entitled 


“Wisconsin—PM> 5 (24-Hour NAAQS)” 
to read as follows: 


§ 81.350 Wisconsin. 


* * * * * 


WISCONSIN—2006—24-HOUR PM>;, NAAQS 


Designated area 


Milwaukee-Racine, WI: 
Milwaukee County ........ ec eeeeeeeeteeeeees 
RAGIN CCU saan cdsccosavedsasincecacsoeeventqates 
Waukesha County «2.06006 cccccssccecesecnsecass 


* * * 


[Primary and Secondary] 





* * 


4 Includes Indian Country located in each county or area, except as otherwise specified. 
1This date is 30 days after November 13, 2009, unless otherwise noted. 
2 This date is July 2, 2014, unless otherwise noted. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23634 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Centers for Medicare & Medicaid 
Services 


42 CFR Parts 405, 412, 413, 415, 422, 
424, 485, and 488 


[CMS-1607-CN] 


RINs 0938-AS11; 0938—AR12; and 0938- 
AR53 


Medicare Program; Hospital Inpatient 
Prospective Payment Systems for 
Acute Care Hospitals and the Long- 
Term Care Hospital Prospective 
Payment System and Fiscal Year 2015 
Rates; Quality Reporting Requirements 
for Specific Providers; Reasonable 
Compensation Equivalents for 
Physician Services in Excluded 
Hospitals and Certain Teaching 
Hospitals; Provider Administrative 
Appeals and Judicial Review; 
Enforcement Provisions for Organ 
Transplant Centers; and Electronic 
Health Record (EHR) Incentive 
Program; Correction 


AGENCY: Centers for Medicare & 
Medicaid Services (CMS), HHS. 
ACTION: Final rule; correction. 





SUMMARY: This document corrects 
technical and typographical errors in 
the final rule that appeared in the 
August 22, 2014 Federal Register titled 
‘Medicare Program; Hospital Inpatient 
Prospective Payment Systems for Acute 
Care Hospitals and the Long-Term Care 


Hospital Prospective Payment System 
and Fiscal Year 2015 Rates; Quality 
Reporting Requirements for Specific 
Providers; Reasonable Compensation 
Equivalents for Physician Services in 
Excluded Hospitals and Certain 
Teaching Hospitals; Provider 
Administrative Appeals and Judicial 
Review; Enforcement Provisions for 
Organ Transplant Centers; and 
Electronic Health Record (EHR) 
Incentive Program.” 

DATES: Effective date: This document is 
effective October 1, 2014. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ing 
Jye Cheng, (410) 786-4487, Operating 
Prospective Payment, Capital 
Prospective Payment, and New Medical 
Service and Technology Add-On 
Payment Corrections. 

Donald Thompson, (410) 786-6504, 
Operating Prospective Payment, Wage 
Index, and Capital Prospective Payment 
Corrections. 

James Poyer, (410) 786-2261, PPS- 
Exempt Cancer Hospital Quality 
Reporting and Hospital Inpatient 
Quality Reporting Corrections. 

Mary Pratt, (410) 786-2261, Long- 
term Care Hospital Quality Data 
Reporting Corrections. 

Kellie Shannon, (410) 786-0416, 
Administrative Appeals by Providers 
and Judicial Review Corrections. 

Thomas Hamilton, (410) 786-6763, 
Organ Transplant Center Corrections. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


In FR Doc. 2014-18545 which 
appeared in the August 22, 2014 
Federal Register (79 FR 49853), titled 
‘Medicare Program; Hospital Inpatient 
Prospective Payment Systems for Acute 


Designation Classification 
Date" Type Date 2 Type 
ADIGE) ZOU oocsesssicscsexsoccigertess BUREN a ixcdis ae Pacsececdacwedeasiiiicn » [stigzesaaadeatudatin, i agcseulertattiaeeae 
PA AOA os casisscasssctancccaisteeeds BRUTCIB INU Faas caescssvaaaaiedecddvatdaxeacs _ daaaadededaarsadasss)-~/sadyas canedauncasied 
PE es FON assis cn cecdncidesag Vict PAM ss csstdd oe Sratardadeida desea: dag deaucqaanaiaisaves ae eaten tataOP 


Care Hospitals and the Long-Term Care 
Hospital Prospective Payment System 
and Fiscal Year 2015 Rates; Quality 
Reporting Requirements for Specific 
Providers; Reasonable Compensation 
Equivalents for Physician Services in 
Excluded Hospitals and Certain 
Teaching Hospitals; Provider 
Administrative Appeals and Judicial 
Review; Enforcement Provisions for 
Organ Transplant Centers; and 
Electronic Health Record (EHR) 
Incentive Program” (hereinafter referred 
to as the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final 
rule), there were a number of technical 
errors that are identified and corrected 
in section IV. of this correcting 
document. The provisions in this 
correction document are effective as if 
they had been included in the FY 2015 
IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule that appeared 
in the August 22, 2014 Federal Register. 
Accordingly, the corrections are 
effective October 1, 2014. 


II. Summary of Errors and Corrections 
to Tables Posted on the CMS Web Site 


A. Summary of Errors in the Preamble 


On page 49865, in our discussion of 
the summary of costs and benefits of the 
payment adjustment of the Hospital- 
Acquired Condition (HAC) Reduction 
Program for FY 2015, we made a 
technical error in the amount by which 
overall payments would decrease. 

On page 49918, in our discussion of 
new technology add-on payments, we 
made an error in the amount of the 
maximum add-on payment for 
Voraxaze®. 

On page 49940, we made an error in 
our discussion of the FY 2015 new 
technology add-on payment for the 
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CardioMEMS™ HF (Heart Failure) 
Monitoring System. 

On pages 50246 through 50249, in the 
table titled “Previously Adopted 
Hospital IQR Program Measures And 
Measures Newly Finalized in this Final 
Rule for the FY 2017 Payment 
Determination and Subsequent Years,’ 
we inadvertently listed VTE-3 as a 
“voluntary electronic clinical quality 
measure”’ only and inadvertently 
omitted PN-6 from the table, which 
should have been listed as a voluntary 
electronic clinical quality measure. 

On pages 50279 and 52084, in our 
discussion of the PPS-exempt Cancer 
Hospital Quality Reporting Program 
(PCHQR), we provided a Web site link 
that is not functional due toa 
typographical error, and made other 
typographical and technical errors. 

On pages 50298, 50302, and 50306, 
we made typographical and technical 
errors in our discussion of the Long- 
Term Care Hospital Quality Reporting 
(LTCHQR) Program. 

On page 50335, we made 
typographical and technical errors in 
our discussion of organ transplant 
centers. 


’ 


B. Summary of Errors in the Regulations 
Text 


On page 50350, in the regulations text 
at § 405.1811(c) and § 405.1835(c), we 
made technical errors in specifying the 
requirements regarding a provider’s 
right to contractor or Board hearings 
resulting from untimely contractor 
determinations. 


C. Summary of Errors in the Addendum 


In calculating the final FY 2015 IPPS 
operating and capital rates and impacts, 
we made two technical errors. 

First, there was a technical error in 
our determination of payments under 
the postacute care transfer policy for 
certain MS—DRGs within the ratesetting 
process. Specifically, we inadvertently 
did not treat those MS—DRGs that 
qualified for a special payment under 
the postacute care transfer policy (see 
§ 412.4(f)(6)) in FY 2015 as MS—DRGs 
subject to the postacute care transfer 
policy. Consequently, the FY 2015 
transfer-adjusted case-mix indexes and 
cases used to model IPPS payments in 
the ratesetting process were incorrect, 
and resulted in a miscalculation of the 
operating and capital IPPS budget 
neutrality factors, outlier threshold, 
operating standardized amounts, capital 
Federal rates, and impacts for the FY 
2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule. To 
conform with our established 
methodology, we are recalculating the 
FY 2015 transfer-adjusted case-mix 
indexes and cases used to model IPPS 


payments in the ratesetting process after 
properly treating those MS—DRGs that 
qualified for a special payment under 
the postacute care transfer policy in FY 
2015 as MS—DRGs subject to the 
postacute care transfer policy. 
Therefore, we are recalculating the 
operating and capital IPPS budget 
neutrality factors, outlier threshold, 
operating standardized amounts, capital 
Federal rates, and impacts for FY 2015 
using our established methodology. 

The second error was the inadvertent 
error in identifying claims for indirect 
medical education (IME) payments for 
Medicare Advantage (MA) beneficiaries 
(MA IME claims) in the ratesetting 
process for the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS 
final rule. Per the methodology 
established in the FY 2011 IPPS/LTCH 
PPS final rule (75 FR 50422 through 
50433), in order to identify IME MA 
claims, we first search the MedPAR file 
for all claims with an IME payment 
greater than zero. Then, we filter these 
claims for a subset of claims with a 
group health organization (GHO) paid 
indicator with a value of ‘‘1”’ or with the 
IME payment field equal to the DRG 
payment field. For the reasons described 
later in this section, in applying this 
methodology for the FY 2015 IPPS/ 
LTCH PPS final rule, we did not 
identify certain MA IME claims using 
the filter for claims where the IME 
payment field is equal to the DRG 
payment field. 

The Budget Control Act of 2011 
requires mandatory across-the-board 
reductions in Federal spending, also 
known as sequestration. The American 
Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012 postponed 
sequestration for 2 months. As required 
by law, President Obama issued a 
sequestration order on March 1, 2013. 

For FY 2015, we used claims from the 
FY 2013 MedPAR in our ratesetting 
process to determine the operating and 
capital IPPS budget neutrality factors, 
outlier threshold, operating 
standardized amounts, capital Federal 
rates, and the IPPS impact analyses 
presented in the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH 
PPS final rule. Claims for discharges 
occurring on or after April 1, 2013 had 
the 2-percent reduction for 
sequestration applied to the DRG 
payment field. As a result, in applying 
the methodology described previously 
for the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final 
rule, we inadvertently did not properly 
identify certain claims for IME MA 
payments because the DRG payment 
field reflected the 2-percent reduction 
for sequestration (and therefore, the IME 
payment field did not equal the DRG 
payment field for those claims). As 
discussed in the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH 
PPS final rule (79 FR 50364 and 50365), 





under our established methodology, 
payments for MA IME claims are used 
in our operating IPPS budget neutrality 
calculations. Therefore, the inadvertent 
omission of these MA IME claims 
resulted in a miscalculation of the 
operating budget neutrality calculations. 
(We note this error did not affect the 
calculation of the outlier threshold or 
the MS—DRG relative weights because, 
under our established methodology for 
the respective calculations of these IPPS 
payment factors, we only include claims 
with a “Claim Type” of 60, and the 
claims that were not properly identified 
as MA IME claims did not have a 
“Claim Type”’ of 60.) We are 
recalculating the operating budget 
neutrality factors that are used to 
determine the standardized amounts for 
FY 2015 to conform with our 
established methodology as stated in the 
FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule. 
Specifically, for this correcting 
document, we are restoring the 2- 
percent reduction for sequestration to 
the DRG payment field in order to 
ensure that we properly identify all 
claims where the IME payment field is 
equal to the DRG payment field 
consistent with our established 
methodology. 

As described previously, one or both 
of these two technical errors resulted in 
errors to our calculation of the operating 
and capital IPPS budget neutrality 
factors, outlier threshold, operating 
standardized amounts, capital Federal 
rates, and impacts. As a result of these 
technical errors we are correcting the 
following errors: 

e In the operating and capital budget 
neutrality factors, outlier threshold, 
operating standardized amounts, capital 
Federal rates, and capital IPPS payment 
estimates that appear on the following 
pages of the Addendum of the FY 2015 
IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule: 50367 
through 50370, 50373 and 50374, 50380 
through 50383, 50385 and 50386, 50388 
through 50390, and 50404 (Tables 1A 
through 1D). 

e In the data presented in the tables 
referred to in the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH 
PPS final rule and available via the 
Internet on the CMS Web site (see 
section II.D. of this correcting 
document). 

e In the operating and capital impacts 
that appear in the following pages of the 
Appendices of the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH 
PPS final rule: 50405, 50407, 50409 
through 50418, 50420 through 50429, 
50435 and 50436, and 50446. 

The errors described previously also 
affect the calculation of the Hospital 
Readmissions Reduction Program 
payment adjustment factors and the 
Hospital Value-Based Purchasing (VBP) 
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Program payment adjustment factors for 
FY 2015. The readmissions payment 
adjustment factor is based in part on a 
ratio of a hospital’s ‘‘aggregate payment 
for excess readmissions’”’ and its 
“aggregate payments for all discharges.” 
We use Medicare Part A inpatient 
claims from the MedPAR file as our data 
source for determining aggregate 
payments for excess readmissions and 
aggregate payments for all discharges. 
For FY 2015, we use MedPAR claims 
with discharge dates on or after July 1, 
2010 and no Jater than June 30, 2013 to 
calculate the ratio used in determining 
the readmissions payment adjustment 
factors. Under the Hospital VBP 
Program, the Secretary reduces the base 
operating DRG payment amount for an 
eligible hospital for each discharge in a 
fiscal year by an applicable percent. The 
sum total of these reductions in a fiscal 
year must equal the total amount 
available for value-based incentive 
payments for all eligible hospitals for 
the fiscal year, as estimated by the 
Secretary. We use a linear exchange 
function to translate this estimated 
amount available into a value-based 
incentive payment percentage for each 
hospital, based on its total performance 
score (TPS). We then calculate the 
value-based incentive payment 
adjustment factor for each hospital and 
apply that factor to the base-operating 
DRG payment amount for each 
discharge occurring at that hospital in 
FY 2015 on a per claim basis. We 
finalized the methodology for using base 
operating DRG payment amounts 
derived from the MedPAR file in the 
calculation of the value-based incentive 
payment adjustment factors in the FY 
2013 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule (77 FR 
53574 and 53575). In the FY 2015 IPPS/ 
LTCH PPS final rule (79 FR 50049), 
based on the March 2014 update of the 
FY 2013 MedPAR file (that is, MedPAR 
Part A claims with discharge dates on or 
after October 1, 2012 and on or before 
September 30, 2013), we estimated that 
the amount available for value-based 
incentive payments for FY 2015 is $1.4 
billion (the applicable percent for the 
FY 2015 Hospital VBP Program is 1.50 
percent). 

We use the same methodology 
described previously to identify only 
Medicare Part A claims in the MedPAR 
file and to remove IME MA claims when 
calculating the Hospital Readmissions 
Reduction Program and the Hospital 
VBP Program payment adjustment 
factors. In addition, we use the claims 
in the MedPAR file to determine the 
base operating DRG payment amounts 
used in the calculation of these payment 
adjustment factors. Consequently, in 


determining the base-operating DRG 
payment amounts used in our 
calculation of the proxy readmissions 
adjustment factors (Table 15A) and the 
updated proxy Hospital VBP payment 
adjustment factors (Table 16A) for the 
FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule, we 
inadvertently failed to properly exclude 
all of the IME MA claims, and also 
inadvertently included the 2-percent 
sequestration reduction for claims in the 
FY 2013 MedPAR with a discharge date 
after April 1, 2013. Therefore, to 
properly account for how sequestration 
is reflected in the FY 2013 MedPAR 
data in the calculation of these payment 
adjustment factors, we restored the 2- 
percent sequestration reduction to the 
DRG payment field on the MedPAR 
claim (as described previously). This 
correction ensures that we identify and 
remove all IME MA claims when the 
IME payment field is equal to the DRG 
payment field and correctly determine 
the base-operating DRG payment 
amount used in the calculation of the 
readmission and Hospital VBP payment 
adjustment factors for FY 2015. 

At the time of the issuance of the FY 
2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule, under 
the Hospital Readmissions Reduction 
Program, applicable hospitals had not 
yet had the opportunity to review and 
correct data from the FY 2015 
applicable period before they were 
made public under our policy regarding 
the reporting of hospital-specific 
information. Therefore, in Table 15A 
listed in the Addendum of the FY 2015 
IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule, we provided 
proxy FY 2015 readmission payment 
adjustment factors, and stated that we 
expected to publish the final FY 2015 
readmissions payment adjustment 
factors in Table 15B on the CMS IPPS 
Web site by October 2014, and would 
use those final factors for determining 
payments for discharges occurring on or 
after October 1, 2014 (79 FR 50048). 
Similarly, in the final rule, we provided 
updated proxy value-based incentive 
payment adjustment factors for FY 2015 
in Table 16A listed in the Addendum of 
that final rule to reflect changes based 
on the March 2014 update to the FY 
2013 MedPAR file. These updated proxy 
value-based incentive payment 
adjustment factors for FY 2015 were 
based on historic FY 2014 Program TPSs 
because hospitals had not been given 
the opportunity to review and correct 
their actual TPSs for the FY 2015 
Hospital VBP Program at the time we 
issued that final rule. We stated that 
after hospitals had been given an 
opportunity to review and correct their 
actual TPSs for FY 2015, we would 
publish Table 16B to display the actual 


value-based incentive payment 
adjustment factors, and that we 
expected Table 16B to be posted on the 
CMS Web site in October 2014 (79 FR 
50049). 

The review and corrections period for 
the data from the FY 2015 applicable 
period under the Hospital Readmissions 
Reduction Program resulted in no 
changes to the proxy adjustment factors 
shown in Table 15A. However, the 
calculation of the FY 2015 readmissions 
payment adjustment factors was affected 
by the inadvertent errors resulting from 
our use of claims in the FY 2013 
MedPAR with a discharge date after 
April 1, 2013 without properly 
accounting for how sequestration was 
reflected in those data. Because we use 
claims data from July 1, 2010 to June 30, 
2013 to calculate the FY 2015 
readmissions payment adjustment 
factors, only a portion of that data (that 
is, the claims between April 1, 2013 and 
June 30, 2013) was impacted by the 
errors described previously. As a result 
of the correction of those errors, the FY 
2015 readmissions payment adjustment 
factors have changed for 60 hospitals. 
The final FY 2015 readmissions 
payment adjustment factors, which were 
calculated after correcting the errors 
discussed previously, are posted in 
Table 15B on the CMS Web site at: 
http://www.cms.gov/Medicare/ 
Medicare-Fee-for-Service-Payment/ 
AcuteInpatientPPS/index.html. (Click 
on the link on the left side of the screen 
titled, *FY 2015 IPPS Final Rule Home 
Page” or ’’Acute Inpatient—Files for 
Download”.) As noted previously, the 
final FY 2015 readmissions payment 
adjustment factors in Table 15B will be 
used for determining payments for 
discharges occurring on or after October 
1, 2014. After accounting for these 
corrections in determination of the FY 
2015 readmissions payment adjustment 
factors, we are revising the estimated 
savings under the Hospital 
Readmissions Reduction Program to 
$428 million, from $424 million in the 
FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule (79 
FR 50425). 

We note that we are not correcting the 
proxy FY 2015 readmissions payment 
adjustment factors for FY 2015 shown in 
Table 15A or the updated proxy value- 
based incentive payment adjustment 
factors for FY 2015 shown in Table 16A. 
However, consistent with the 
methodology for calculating the 
operating budget neutrality factors for 
the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule 
(79 FR 50366), we used corrected proxy 
payment adjustment factors in the 
recalculation of the IPPS rates for this 
correcting document. These factors can 
be found in the IPPS Impact File that 
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corresponds to this correcting document 
which is available on the CMS Web site. 
(We note that the description of the 
methodology for calculating the 
operating budget neutrality factors 
contained errors that are summarized 
later in the section and corrected in 
section IV.C.1. of this correcting 
document). The proxy factors in Table 
15A were provided for informational 
purposes and they are not used for 
payment adjustment purposes and the 
final FY 2015 readmissions payment 
adjustment factors in Table 15B will be 
used for determining payments for 
discharges occurring on or after October 
1, 2014 (79 FR 50048). Similarly, the 
proxy factors in Table 16A were 
provided for informational purposes, 
according to the methodology finalized 
in the FY 2013 IPPS/LTCH final rule (77 
FR 53576), and they are not used for 
payment adjustment purposes. As stated 
in the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final 
rule, we intend to post the actual 
Hospital VBP Program payment 
adjustment factors, as Table 16B, in 
October of 2014, after hospitals have 
had an opportunity to review and 
correct their TPSs. 

On page 50366, we made an error in 
the description of our budget neutrality 
methodology with respect to the 
readmissions payment adjustment 
factors that we used for the purpose of 
modeling aggregate payments when 
determining all budget neutrality 
factors. As we discussed in the FY 2015 
IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule (79 FR 
50048), for that final rule we determined 
proxy FY 2015 readmission payment 
adjustment factors (shown in Table 
15A), which were calculated based on 
data from the FY 2015 applicable period 
of July 1, 2010 to June 30, 2013. 

In addition, we made a typographical 
error in the March 2013 and 2014 
operating national average case 
weighted cost-to charge ratios (CCRs) set 
forth in the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS 
final rule. Also, we made a technical 
error in the calculation of the capital 
CCR adjustment factor that is applied to 
determine the capital CCRs used in our 
ratesetting process. This inadvertent 
technical error caused a miscalculation 
of the capital CCRs used in the 
determination of the operating and 
capital budget neutrality factors and the 
calculation of the outlier threshold for 
the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule. 
Therefore, we are correcting the capital 
CCR adjustment factor and the capital 
CCRs used in our determination of the 
operating and capital budget neutrality 
factors as well as our calculation of the 
outlier threshold. 

Lastly, we made technical and 
typographical errors in the table heading 





for Table 2—2 which is listed in the 
Addendum of the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH 
PPS final rule as one of the tables that 
are only available through the Internet 
on the CMS Web site (page 50403). 


D. Corrections to Tables Posted on the 
CMS Web Site 


The following corrections are being 
made to the tables listed on pages 50402 
and 50403 of the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH 
PPS final rule that are only available 
through the Internet on the CMS Web 
site at http://www.cms.gov/Medicare/ 
Medicare-Fee-for-Service-Payment/ 
AcutelnpatientPPS/index.html. 

In Table 2-2.—Acute Care Hospitals 
Case-Mix Indexes for Discharges 
Occurring in Federal Fiscal Year 2012; 
Hospital Wage Indexes for Federal 
Fiscal Year 2015; Hospital Average 
Hourly Wages for Federal Fiscal Years 
2013 (2009 Wage Data), 2014 (2010 
Wage Data), and 2015 (2011 Wage Data; 
Based on FY 2015 CBSA Delineations); 
and 3-Year Average of Hospital Average 
Hourly Wages, we are correcting the 
table heading as noted in section IL.C. of 
this correcting document. We are also 
correcting the entries in column “FY 
2015 Wage Index” as a result of the 
technical errors discussed in section 
II.C. of this correcting document. 

We are correcting the following tables 
in the entirety as a result of the 
technical errors discussed in section 
II.C. of this correcting document: 

e Table 4A—1.—Wage Index and 
Capital Geographic Adjustment Factor 
(GAF) for Acute Care Hospitals in Urban 
Areas by CBSA and by State—FY 2015; 
Based on CBSA Delineations Used in FY 
2014. 

e Table 4A—2.—Wage Index and 
Capital Geographic Adjustment Factor 
(GAF) for Acute Care Hospitals in Urban 
Areas by CBSA and by State—FY 2015; 
Based on CBSA Delineations Used in FY 
2015. 

e Table 4B—1.—Wage Index and 
Capital Geographic Adjustment Factor 
(GAF) for Acute Care Hospitals in Rural 
Areas by CBSA and by State—FY 2015; 
Based on CBSA Delineations Used in FY 
2014. 

e Table 4B—2.—Wage Index and 
Capital Geographic Adjustment Factor 
(GAF) for Acute Care Hospitals in Rural 
Areas by CBSA and by State—FY 2015; 
Based on FY 2015 CBSA Delineations. 

e Table 4C—1.—Wage Index and 
Capital Geographic Adjustment Factor 
(GAF) for Acute Care Hospitals That Are 
Reclassified by CBSA and by State—FY 
2015; Based on CBSA Delineations Used 
in FY 2014. 

e Table 4C—2.—Wage Index and 
Capital Geographic Adjustment Factor 
(GAF) for Acute Care Hospitals That Are 


Reclassified by CBSA and by State—FY 
2015; Based on CBSA Delineations Used 
in FY 2015. 

e Table 4D-1.—States Designated as 
Frontier, with Acute Care Hospitals 
Receiving at a Minimum the Frontier 
State Floor Wage Index; Urban Areas 
with Acute Care Hospitals Receiving the 
Statewide Rural Floor or Imputed Floor 
Wage Index—FY 2015; Based on CBSA 
Delineations Used in FY 2014. 

e Table 4D-—2.—States Designated as 
Frontier, with Acute Care Hospitals 
Receiving at a Minimum the Frontier 
State Floor Wage Index; Urban Areas 
with Acute Care Hospitals Receiving the 
Statewide Rural Floor or Imputed Floor 
Wage Index—FY 2015; Based on CBSA 
Delineations Used in FY 2015. 

e Table 4J).—Out-Migration 
Adjustment for Acute Care Hospitals— 
FY 2015 

¢ Table 10.—New Technology Add- 
On Payment Thresholds 1.2 for 
Applications for FY 2016. 

Table 5.—List of Medicare Severity 
Diagnosis-Related Groups (MS—DRGs), 
Relative Weighting Factors, and 
Geometric and Arithmetic Mean Length 
of Stay—FY 2015. We are correcting this 
table by correcting typographical and 
technical errors in the columns titled 
‘Geometric Mean LOS” and 
‘Arithmetic Mean LOS”’. 

Table 8B.—FY 2015 Statewide 
Average Capital Cost-to-Charge Ratios 
(CCRs) for Acute Care Hospitals. We are 
correcting typographical and technical 
errors in this table. 

Table 18.—FY 2015 Medicare DSH 
Uncompensated Care Payment Factor 3 
and Supplemental Medicare DSH File— 
FY 2015 Uncompensated Care Payment 
Factors. For the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH 
PPS final rule, we published a list of 
hospitals that we identified to be 
subsection (d) hospitals and subsection 
(d) Puerto Rico hospitals eligible to 
receive empirically justified Medicare 
DSH payment adjustments and 
uncompensated care payments for FY 
2015. As stated in the FY 2015 IPPS/ 
LTCH PPS final rule (79 FR 50022), we 
allowed the public an additional period 
after the issuance of the final rule to 
review and submit comments on the 
accuracy of the list of mergers that we 
identified in the final rule. Based on the 
comments received during this 
additional period, we are updating 
Table 18 and the Supplemental 
Medicare DSH File to reflect the merger 
information received in response to the 
final rule and are also making one other 
correction to Table 18 and the 
Supplemental Medicare DSH File. We 
have discovered that in calculating 
Factor 3 of the uncompensated care 
payment methodology, we inadvertently 
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excluded the Medicaid days from the 
most recently available 2012 or 2011 
cost report for a certain provider that 
was projected to receive Medicare DSH 
in FY 2015. This provider submitted its 
Medicare hospital cost reports to its 
Medicare contractor prior to the March 
2014 update of HCRIS but due to 
technical errors the Medicare hospital 
cost reports were not included in the 
March 2014 update of HCRIS. As a 
result, this provider had no Medicaid 
days included in the calculation of 
Factor 3. In order to correct this error, 
we have revised Factor 3 for all 
hospitals to incorporate the changes to 
the data for this provider whose 
Medicare hospital cost report data were 
inadvertently excluded from the March 
2014 update of HCRIS. 


E. Summary of Errors in the Appendices 


On page 50428, in our discussion of 
the effects of the new technology add- 
on payment policy, we made an error in 
the costs of the add-on payments for 
Voraxaze® for FY 2015. 

On pages 50405, 50407, and 50409 
through 50429; we made errors in the 
operating impacts as described in 


section II.C. of this correcting document. 


On pages 50435 through 50437, we 
made errors in the capital impacts as 
described in section ILC. of this 
correcting document. 

On page 50446, we made an error in 
the estimated expenditures under the 
IPPS as a result of the errors described 
in section II.C. of this correcting 
document. 


III. Waiver of Proposed Rulemaking 
and Delay in Effective Date 


We ordinarily publish a notice of 
proposed rulemaking in the Federal 
Register to provide a period for public 
comment before the provisions of a rule 
take effect in accordance with section 
553(b) of the Administrative Procedure 
Act (APA) (5 U.S.C. 553(b)). However, 
we can waive this notice and comment 
procedure if the Secretary finds, for 
good cause, that the notice and 
comment process is impracticable, 
unnecessary, or contrary to the public 
interest, and incorporates a statement of 





overlap therapy. 





b. Removing the entry for VTE-3 that 
follows the entry for Stroke-10. 


the finding and the reasons therefore in 
the notice. 

Section 553(d) of the APA ordinarily 
requires a 30-day delay in effective date 
of final rules after the date of their 
publication in the Federal Register. 
This 30-day delay in effective date can 
be waived, however, if an agency finds 
for good cause that the delay is 
impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary 
to the public interest, and the agency 
incorporates a statement of the findings 
and its reasons in the rule issued. 

In our view, this correcting document 
does not constitute a rule that would be 
subject to the APA notice and comment 
or delayed effective date requirements. 
This correcting document corrects 
technical and typographic errors in the 
preamble, regulation text, addendum, 
payment rates, tables, and appendices 
included or referenced in the FY 2015 
IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule but does not 
make substantive changes to the policies 
or payment methodologies that were 
adopted in the final rule. As a result, 
this correcting document is intended to 
ensure that the information in the FY 
2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule 
accurately reflects the policies adopted 
in that final rule. 

In addition, even if this were a rule to 
which the notice and comment 
procedures and delayed effective date 
requirements applied, we find that there 
is good cause to waive such 
requirements. Undertaking further 
notice and comment procedures to 
incorporate the corrections in this 
document into the final rule or delaying 
the effective date would be contrary to 
the public interest because it is in the 
public’s interest for providers to receive 
appropriate payments in as timely a 
manner as possible, and to ensure that 
the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule 
accurately reflects our policies. 
Furthermore, such procedures would be 
unnecessary, as we are not altering our 
payment methodologies or policies, but 
rather, we are simply implementing 
correctly the policies that we previously 
proposed, received comment on, and 
subsequently finalized. This correcting 
document is intended solely to ensure 
that the FY 2015 IPPS/LTCH PPS final 


Venous thromboembolism patients with anticoagulation | NQF #0373 | Electronic clinical quality 
measure or chart-abstract- 
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c. Adding the following entry for PN— 
6 immediately preceding the entry for 
VTE-4: 


rule accurately reflects these payment 
methodologies and policies. Therefore, 
we believe we have good cause to waive 
the notice and comment and effective 
date requirements. 


IV. Correction of Errors 


In FR Doc. 2014-18545 of August 22, 
2014 (79 FR 49853), make the following 
corrections: 

A. Corrections of Errors in the Preamble 


1. On page 49865, third column, third 
bulleted paragraph, line 12, the figure 
“$369” is corrected to read “$373”. 

2. On page 49918, second column, 
first partial paragraph: 

a. Lines 7 through 12, the sentences 
“The cost of Voraxaze™ is $22,500 per 
vial. The applicant stated that an 
average of four vials is used per 
Medicare beneficiary. Therefore, the 
average cost per case for Voraxaze® is 
$90,000 ($22,500 x 4).’’ are corrected to 
read “Based on the latest data from the 
manufacturer, the cost of Voraxaze® is 
$23,625 per vial. The applicant stated 
that an average of four vials is used per 
Medicare beneficiary. Therefore, the 
average cost per case for Voraxaze® is 
$94,500 ($23,625 x 4).”’ 

b. Lines 18 through 20, the sentence 
“Asa result, the maximum new 
technology add-on payment for 
Voraxaze® is $45,000 per case.”’ is 
corrected to read “As a result, based on 
the latest data from the manufacturer, 
the maximum new technology add-on 
payment for Voraxaze® for FY 2015 is 
$47,250 per case.” 

3. On page 49940, third column, last 
paragraph, fourth line from the bottom, 
the phrase “the maximum payment”’ is 
corrected to read ‘“‘the maximum add-on 
payment”. 

4. On pages 50246 through 50249, the 
table titled ‘Previously Adopted 
Hospital IQR Program Measures and 
Measures Newly Finalized in this Final 
Rule for the FY 2017 Payment 
Determination and Subsequent Years’’ is 
corrected as follows: 

a. Adding the following entry (short 
name VTE-3) immediately preceding 
the entry VTE-5: 





New for FY 2017 
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Short 
name 


PN-6 ... 


5. On 50279, second column, second 
full paragraph, lines 10 through 13, the 
hyperlink, “http://www.Fqualityforum. 
Forg/WorkArea/linkit.aspx 
?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=70374”’ is 
corrected to read “http://www.quality 
forum.org/WorkArea/linkit.aspx 
?LinkIdentifier=id&ItemID=70374.”’ 

6. On page 50284: 

a. Second column, first partial 
paragraph: 

(1) Line 7, the phrase ‘‘However the 
six’’ is corrected to read “‘However for 
the six”. 

(2) Line 12, the phrase “four quarters 
data’’ is corrected to read ‘‘four quarters 
of data”. 

b. Third column, third full paragraph, 
lines 14 and 15, the parenthetical phase 
“(and not limited to orthopedic 
surgeries)”’ is corrected to read “‘(and are 
not limited to orthopedic surgeries)’, 

7. On page 50298, second column, 
first partial paragraph, line 6, the phrase 
“the CAM® Instrument” is corrected to 
read “the short CAM® instrument”’. 

8. On page 50302, third column, 
second full paragraph, lines 3 and 4, the 
phrase “‘of long-term mechanical 
ventilation” is corrected to read “with 
patients on prolonged mechanical 
ventilation”. 

9. On page 50306, lower two-thirds of 
the page, third column, partial 
paragraph, lines 18 and 19, the phrase 
“tobacco performance measure set”’ is 
corrected to read “tobacco treatment 
performance measure set’’. 

10. On page 50335, first column, first 
full paragraph: 

a. Line 34, the phrase ‘“‘that because 
available” is corrected to read “that 
became available’. 

b. Lines 38 and 39, the phrase “not 
enter into an SIA” is corrected to read 
‘not entered into an SIA”. 


B. Corrections of Errors in the 
Regulation Text 


§ 405.1811 [Corrected] 


1. On page 50350, in the first column, 
in § 405.1811(c) introductory text, lines 
7 and 8, the phrase ‘‘for a cost reporting 
period if—” is corrected to read “for 
specific items for a cost reporting period 
if—”. 

§ 405.1835 [Corrected] 


2. On page 50350, in the third 
column, in § 405.1835(c), in lines 7 


Initial Antibiotic Selection for community-acquired pneu- 
monia (CAP) in Immunocompetent Patients. 








through 9, the phrase ‘‘for specific items 
claimed for a cost reporting period 

if—’’ is corrected to read ‘‘for specific 
items for a cost reporting period if—”’. 


C. Corrections of Errors in the 
Addendum 

1. On page 50366, first column, first 
full paragraph the paragraph beginning 
with the phrase ‘‘For the purpose of 
calculating the FY” and ending with the 
phrase ‘‘to the FY 2013 IPPS/LTCH PPS 
final rule (77 FR 53399 through 
53400).)’ is corrected to read as follows: 

“For the purpose of calculating the 
proposed FY 2015 readmissions 
payment adjustment factors in the 
proposed rule, we used excess 
readmission ratios and aggregate 
payments for excess readmissions based 
on admissions from the prior fiscal 
year’s applicable period because 
hospitals have had the opportunity to 
review and correct these data before the 
data were made public under the policy 
we adopted regarding the reporting of 
hospital-specific readmission rates, 
consistent with section 1886(q)(6) of the 
Act. As discussed in section IV.H.11. of 
this preamble, because the review and 
corrections period will still be ongoing 
through August 19, 2014, which extends 
beyond the issuance of this FY 2015 
IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule, we are 
calculating proxy FY 2015 readmissions 
payment adjustment factors using 
excess readmission ratios and aggregate 
payments for excess readmissions based 
on admissions from the finalized 
applicable period for FY 2015. We will 
determine the final readmissions 
payment adjustment factors that will be 
used for payments in FY 2015 after the 
completion of the review and correct 
process. (For additional information on 
our general policy for the reporting of 
hospital-specific readmission rates, 
consistent with section 1886(q)(6) of the 
Act, we refer readers to the FY 2013 
IPPS/LTCH PPS final rule (77 FR 53399 
through 53400).)”’ 

2. On page 50367, third column, first 
full paragraph: 

a. Line 3, the figure ‘‘0.997543” is 
corrected to read ‘‘0.998761”’. 

b. Line 8, the figure “0.997543” is 
corrected to read ‘‘0.998761”’. 

3. On page 50368: 

a. First column, first partial 
paragraph, line 19, the figure 


New for FY 2017 


NQF #0147 | Electronic clinical quality Voluntary electronic clinical 
measure. quality measure. 


“0.997543” is corrected to read 
“0.998761”. 

b. Third column: 

(1) First partial paragraph, line 11, the 
figure “0.997543” is corrected to read 
“0.998761”. 

(2) Last paragraph: 

(a) Line 9, the figure ‘‘1.001443” is 
corrected to read “1.001421”’. 

(b) Line 13, the figure “0.997543” is 
corrected to read “0.998761”. 

(c) Line 15, the figure “1.001443” is 
corrected to read “1.001421”. 

(d) Line 21, the figure “0.998982” is 
corrected to read “1.000180”’. 

4. On page 50369, first column, last 
partial paragraph, line 13, the figure 
“0.990406” is corrected to read 
“0.990429”. 

5. On page 50370, first column, 
second full paragraph: 

a. Line 3, the figure “0.989507” is 
corrected to read “‘0.989525”’. 

b. Line 5, the figure “0.991291” is 
corrected to read ‘0.991293”’. 

6. On page 50373: 

a. First column, last paragraph, line 3, 
the figure ‘‘0.998859”’ is corrected to 
read ‘‘0,998854”’. 

b. Second column, first partial 
paragraph, line 1, the figure ‘‘0.998859” 
is corrected to read ‘‘0.998854”’. 

7. On page 50374, second column, 
second full paragraph, line 5, the figure 
“0.99931” is corrected to read 
“0.999313”. 

8. On page 50380: 

a. First column: 

(1) First paragraph: 

(a) Line 4, the figure ‘‘0.292377” is 
corrected to read “0.292376”. 

(b) Line 6, the figure “0.28714” is 
corrected to read “0.287139”. 

(2) Second paragraph: 

(a) Line 7, the figure ‘‘0.024849” is 
corrected to read “0.024649”’. 

(b) Line 18, the figure “0.988307” is 
corrected to read “0.980352”. 

c. Third column, second full 
paragraph, line 9, the figure “$24,758” 
is corrected to read ‘‘$24,626”. 

9, On page 50381: 

a. First column: 

(1) First full paragraph, line 15, the 
figure “6.27” is corrected to read “6.18”’. 

(2) Third full paragraph, the table is 
corrected to read as follows: 
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b. Third column, third full paragraph: 


(1) Line 4, the figure “5.71” is 
corrected to read ‘‘5.68”’. 

(2) Line 6, the figure “0.61” is 
corrected to read “0.58”. 


(3) Line 10, the figure “5.71” is 
corrected to read “5.68”. 

10. On pages 50382 and 50383, the 
table titled, “Comparison of FY 2014 


Operating 


standardized 
amounts 


0.948999 
0.926334 





Capital federal 
rate 


0.938237 
0.916334 


Standardized Amounts to the FY 2015 
Standardized Amounts”’ is corrected to 


read as follows: 


COMPARISON OF FY 2014 STANDARDIZED AMOUNTS TO THE FY 2015 STANDARDIZED AMOUNTS 


FY 2014 Base Rate after removing: 

1. FY 2014 Geographic Reclassification 
Budget Neutrality (0.990718). 

2. FY 2014 Rural Community Hospital 
Demonstration Program Budget Neu- 
trality (0.999415). 

3. Cumulative Factor: FY 2008, FY 
2009, FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 
2014 Documentation and Coding Ad- 
justment as Required under Sections 
7(b)(1)(A) and 7(b)(1)(B) of Pub. L. 
110-90 and Documentation and Cod- 
ing Recoupment Adjustment as _ re- 
quired under Section 631 of the Amer- 
ican Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012 
(0.9403). 

4. FY 2014 Operating Outlier Offset 
(0.948995). 

FY 2015 Update Factor 

FY 2015 MS-DRG Recalibration and Wage 
Index Budget Neutrality Factor. 

FY 2015 Reclassification Budget Neutrality 
Factor. 

FY 2015 Rural Community Demonstration 
Program Budget Neutrality Factor. 

FY 2015 Operating Outlier Factor 

Cumulative Factor: FY 2008, FY 2009, FY 
2012, FY 2013, FY 2014 and FY 2015 
Documentation and Coding Adjustment as 
Required under Sections 7(b)(1)(A) and 
7(b)(1)(B) of Pub. L. 110-90 and Docu- 
mentation and Coding Recoupment Ad- 
justment as required under Section 631 of 
the American Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012. 

FY 2015 New Labor Market Delineation 
Wage Index Transition Budget Neutrality 
Factor. 

National Standardized Amount for FY 2015 if 
Wage Index is Greater Than 1.0000; 
Labor/Non-Labor Share Percentage (69.6/ 
30.4). 

National Standardized Amount for FY 2015 if 
Wage Index is less Than or Equal to 
1.0000; Labor/Non-Labor Share Percent- 
age (62/38). 


11. On page 50383, the table titled, 
“Comparison of FY 2014 Puerto Rico- 
Specific Payment Rate to the FY 2015 





Hospital submitted 
quality data 
and is a meaningful 
EHR user 


If Wage Index is 
Greater Than 
1.0000: Labor 
(69.6%): $4,230.38 
Nonlabor (30.4%): 
$1,847.75. 

lf Wage Index is less 
Than or Equal to 
1.0000: Labor 
(62%): $3,768.45 
Nonlabor (38%): 
$2,309.70. 


We Saascas thee suecnsniseeays 
WOU SO. cisccccsssccsincs. 


FRIAR saissiissdhcnceen ins 
OFS oo oc scdecensdscns 


AGI occas csactassns 
PI cise cesgstaitcas wet 


WOR BEF ani ccsnincssorsanss 


Labor: $3,784.75 


Nonlabor: $1,653.10. 


Labor: $3,371.47 


Nonlabor: $2,066.38. 





Hospital submitted 
quality data 


and is NOT a mean- 


ingful EHR user 


If Wage Index is 
Greater Than 
1.0000: Labor 
(69.6%): $4,230.38 
Nonlabor (30.4%): 
$1,847.75. 

If Wage Index is less 
Than or Equal to 
1.0000: Labor 
(62%): $3,768.45 
Nonlabor (38%): 
$2,309.70. 


WUE Ga scsccensissccaceases 
W COCO oaescssixscecaiss 


OGQUARD oo sncicscsecasenstene 
ODO ss sictniisicsnrncae 


OV GAS GS soa ssissiseseacscts. 
A ssiscscseisncaaadieerass 


OC. GORGGSS 6 i 5.cccsccssccenes 


Labor: $3,757.90 


Nonlabor: $1,641.37. 


Labor: $3,347.55 


Nonlabor: $2,051.72. 


Puerto Rico-Specific Payment Rate”’ is 
corrected to read as follows: 


Hospital did NOT sub- 
mit quality data 
and is a meaningful 
EHR user 


If Wage Index is 
Greater Than 
1.0000: Labor 
(69.6%): $4,230.38 
Nonlabor (30.4%): 
$1,847.75. 

If Wage Index is less 
Than or Equal to 
1.0000: Labor 
(62%): $3,768.45 
Nonlabor (38%): 
$2,309.70. 


1.01475 
1.000180 


0.990429 
0.999313 


0.948999 


0.998854 


Labor: $3,757.90 
Nonlabor: $1,641.37. 


Labor: $3,347.55 
Nonlabor: $2,051.72. 





Hospital did NOT sub- 
mit quality data 
and is NOT a mean- 
ingful EHR user 


If Wage Index is 
Greater Than 
1.0000: Labor 
(69.6%): $4,230.38 
Nonlabor (30.4%): 
$1,847.75. 

If Wage Index is less 
Than or Equal to 
1.0000: Labor 
(62%): $3,768.45 
Nonlabor (38%): 
$2,309.70. 


1.0075. 
1.000180. 


0.990429. 
0.999313. 


0.948999. 
0.9329. 


0.998854. 


Labor: $3,731.05 
Nonlabor: 
$1,629.65. 


Labor: $3,323.63 
Nonlabor: 
$2,037.07. 
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COMPARISON OF FY 2014 PUERTO RICO-SPECIFIC PAYMENT RATE TO THE FY 2015 PUERTO RICO-SPECIFIC PAYMENT 


FY 2014 Puerto Rico Base Rate, after remov- 
ing: 
1. FY 2014 Geographic Reclassification 
Budget Neutrality (0.990718). 
2. FY 2014 Rural Community Hospital 
Demonstration Program Budget Neu- 
trality (0.999415). 
3. FY 2014 Puerto Rico Operating Outlier 
Offset (0.943455). 
FY 2015 Update Factor 
FY 2015 MS-DRG Recalibration Budget Neu- 
trality Factor. 
FY 2015 Reclassification Budget Neutrality Fac- 
tor. 
FY 2015 Rural Community Hospital Demonstra- 
tion Program Budget Neutrality Factor. 
FY 2015 New Labor Market Delineation Wage 
Index Transition Budget Neutrality Factor. 
FY 2015 Puerto Rico Operating Outlier Factor .. 
Puerto Rico-Specific Payment Rate for FY 2015 


12. On page 50385, lower half of the 
page, first column, second paragraph, 
line 15, the figure ‘‘0.997543” is 
corrected to read “0.998761”’. 

13. On page 50386, second column, 
last partial paragraph, line 6, the figure 
“1,2” is corrected to read “1.3”’, 

14. On page 50388: 

a. First column: 

(1) Second full paragraph: 

(a) Line 9, the figure “6.27” is 
corrected to read ‘6.18’. 

(b) Line 13, the figure “0.9373” is 
corrected to read “0.9382” 

(2) Third full paragraph: 

(a) Line 6, the phrase “0.9373 is a 
—0.21 percent”’ is corrected to read 
“0.9382 is a —0.12 percent”. 

(b) Line 11, the mathematical 
expression ‘‘0.9979 (0.9373/0.9393)”’ is 





RATE 


Update (2.2 percent); wage index is greater 
than 1.0000; labor/non-labor share 
percentage (63.2/36.8) 


Labor: $1,722.31 Nonlabor: $1,002.86 


1.022 
0.998761 


0.990429 


0.999313 


0.998854 


0.926334 
Labor: $1,609.97 Nonlabor: $937.45 


corrected to read “‘0.9988 (0.9382/ 
0.9393)”’. 

(c) Line 13, the figure ‘0.21 percent” 
is corrected to read ‘‘0.12 percent”’ 

b. Second column, second full 
paragraph: 

(1) Line 12, the figure “0.9987”’ is 
corrected to read’’0.9994”’. 

(2) Line 17, the figure “0.9877” is 
corrected to read “‘0.9884”’. 

(3) Line 18, the figure “1.0075” is 
corrected to read “1.0082”. 

c. Third column: 

(1) Third full paragraph, line 9, the 
figure “$434.26” is corrected to read 
“$434.97”. 

(2) Fifth full paragraph (second 
bulleted paragraph), last line, the figure 
“0.9986” is corrected to read ‘“‘0.9993”’. 





Update (2.2 percent); Wage index is less than 
or equal to 1.0000; labor/non-labor share per- 
centage (62/38) 


Labor: $1,689.61 Nonlabor: $1,035.56. 


1.022. 
0.998761. 


0.990429. 
0.999313. 
0.998854. 


0.926334. 
Labor: $1,579.40 Nonlabor: $968.02. 


(3) Sixth full paragraph (third bulleted 
paragraph), last line, the figure ‘‘0.9373” 
is corrected to read ‘‘0.9382”’. 

15. On page 50389: 

a. Top of page, third column, partial 
paragraph: 

(1) Line 1, the figure “0.14” is 
corrected to read “‘0.07”. 

(2) Line 4, the figure “0.21’’is 
corrected to read “0.11”. 

(3) Line 7, the figure “1.15” is 
corrected to read “1.32”. 

b. Top half of the page, first table 
titled, “Comparison of Factors and 
Adjustments: FY 2014 Capital Federal 
Rate and FY 2015 Capital Federal Rate”’ 
the table and table footnotes are 
corrected to read as follows: 


COMPARISON OF FACTORS AND ADJUSTMENTS: FY 2014 CAPITAL FEDERAL RATE AND FY 2015 CAPITAL FEDERAL RATE 









Update Factor’ 
GAF/DRG Adjustment Factor ' 
Outlier Adjustment Factor 2 
Capital Federal Rate 


rv2014 | FY 2015 







Percent 
change 


— O07 





1The update factor and the GAF/DRG budget neutrality adjustment factors are built permanently into the capital Federal rates. Thus, for exam- 
ple, the incremental change from FY 2014 to FY 2015 resulting from the application of the 0.9993 GAF/DRG budget neutrality adjustment factor 
for FY 2015 is a net change of 0.9993 (or —0.07 percent). 
2The outlier reduction factor is not built permanently into the capital Federal rate; that is, the factor is not applied cumulatively in determining 
the capital Federal rate. Thus, for example, the net change resulting from the application of the FY 2015 outlier adjustment factor is 0.9382/ 


0.9393, or 0.9989 (or —0.11 percent). 


c. Middle of the page, second table 
titled, “Comparison of Factors and 


Adjustments: Proposed FY 2015 Capital 
Federal Rate and Final FY 2015 Capital 


Federal Rate” is corrected to read as 
follows: 
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COMPARISON OF FACTORS AND ADJUSTMENTS: PROPOSED FY 2015 CAPITAL FEDERAL RATE AND FINAL FY 2015 
CAPITAL FEDERAL RATE 






Percent 
change 











RT Neate Ee AN a 8 os casa case ie deudzau rac eacaes sca teseada dacs vadscuses ax suiszaadiueasiataraaaaaeaas 
GAF/DRG Adjustment Factor 
TENT FCN NAUK ANNI Ee ROO NN cdcscca cswcnnasecateie th xcctassasuneianayvosucaaceassedudusasseavesatas 
CELLAR CLG ENGNG ooo vce cece sa eccnz seed cacao eyasaedewasgaasaaaceeevervasdsahiueveanisisjareveiads 


0.37 





d. Bottom half of the page, third Average Hourly Wages for Federal 2014 CBSA Delineations), and 2015 
column, second full paragraph, last line, Fiscal Years 2013 (2009 Wage Data), (2011 Wage Data; Based on FY 2015 
the figure ‘‘$209.10.”’ is corrected to 2014 (2010 Wage Data), and 2015 (2011 CBSA Delineations); and 3-Year Average 
read “$209.45.” Wage Data; Based on FY 2015 CBSA of Hospital Average Hourly Wages 

16. On page 50390, second column, Delineations); and 3-Year Average of (Based on FY 2014 and FY 2015 CBSA 
first partial paragraph, last line, the Hospital Average Hourly Wages’ is Delineations)”’. 
figure “$24,758” is corrected to read corrected to read ‘“‘Table 2-2.—Acute 18. On page 50404: 
“$24,626”. Care Hospitals Case-Mix Indexes for a. Top one-sixth of the page, the first 


17. On page 50403, first column, first | Discharges Occurring in Federal Fiscal __ table titled “Table 1A.—National 
paragraph (table heading for Table 2-2), Year 2013; Hospital Wage Indexes for Adjusted Operating Standardized 


the heading, “‘Table 2—2.—Acute Care Federal Fiscal Year 2015; Hospital Amounts, Labor/Nonlabor (69.6 Percent 
Hospitals Case-Mix Indexes for Average Hourly Wages for Federal Labor Share/30.4 Percent Nonlabor 
Discharges Occurring in Federal Fiscal _ Fiscal Years 2013 (2009 Wage Data; Share If Wage Index Is Greater Than 
Year 2012; Hospital Wage Indexes for Based on FY 2014 CBSA Delineations), 1)—FY 2015” is corrected to read as 
Federal Fiscal Year 2015; Hospital 2014 (2010 Wage Data; Based on FY follows: 


TABLE 1A—NATIONAL ADJUSTED OPERATING STANDARDIZED AMOUNTS, LABOR/NONLABOR (69.6 PERCENT LABOR 
SHARE/30.4 PERCENT NONLABOR SHARE IF WAGE INDEX IS GREATER THAN 1)—FY 2015 















Hospital did NOT submit quality 

data and is NOT a meaningful 
EHR user 

(Update = 0.75 percent) 


Hospital submitted quality data 
and is NOT a meaningful 
EHR user 
(update = 1.475 percent) 


Hospital did NOT submit quality 
data and is a meaningful 
EHR user 
(update = 1.475 percent) 







Hospital submitted quality data 
and is a meaningful 
EHR user 
(update = 2.2 percent) 





















Nonlabor Labor Nonlabor | Labor | Nonlabor Labor Nonlabor 


$1,653.10 $3,757.90 ee 757.90 $1,641.37 $3,731.05 


b. Top third of the page, the second Amounts, Labor/Nonlabor (62 Percent 1)—FY 2015” is corrected to read as 
table titled “Table 1B.—National Labor Share/38 Percent Nonlabor Share follows: 
Adjusted Operating Standardized If Wage Index Is Less Than Or Equal To 


TABLE 1B—NATIONAL ADJUSTED OPERATING STANDARDIZED AMOUNTS, LABOR/NONLABOR (62 PERCENT LABOR SHARE/ 
38 PERCENT NONLABOR SHARE IF WAGE INDEX IS LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 1)—FY 2015 


Labor 


$3,784.75 $1,629.65 














Hospital did NOT submit quality 

data and is NOT a meaningful 
EHR user 

(update = 0.75 percent) 







Hospital submitted quality data 
and is NOT a meaningful 
EHR user 
(update = 1.475 percent) 


Hospital did NOT submit quality 
data and is a meaningful 
EHR user 
(update = 1.475 percent) 






Hospital submitted quality data 
and is a meaningful 
EHR user 
(update = 2.2 percent) 



















Nonlabor 





Labor Nonlabor Nonlabor Nonlabor 
c. Middle of the page, the third table Because Wage Index Is Less Than Or Nonlabor Share If Wage Index Is Less 
titled “‘Table 1C.—Adjusted Operating Equal To 1; Puerto Rico: 63.2 Percent Than Or Equal To 1—FY 2015” is 
Standardized Amounts For Puerto Rico, | Labor Share/36.8 Percent Nonlabor corrected to read as follows: 


Labor/Nonlabor (National: 62 Percent Share If Wage Index Is Greater Than 1 
Labor Share/38 Percent Nonlabor Share Or 62 Percent Labor Share/38 Percent 
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TABLE 1C—ADJUSTED OPERATING STANDARDIZED AMOUNTS FOR PUERTO RICO, LABOR/NONLABOR (NATIONAL: 62 PER- 
CENT LABOR SHARE/38 PERCENT NONLABOR SHARE BECAUSE WAGE INDEX IS LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 1; PUERTO 
Rico: 63.2 PERCENT LABOR SHARE/36.8 PERCENT NONLABOR SHARE IF WAGE INDEX IS GREATER THAN 1 OR 62 
PERCENT LABOR SHARE/38 PERCENT NONLABOR SHARE IF WAGE INDEX IS LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO 1—FY 2015 


Rates if wage index is Rates if wage index is 
Standardized amount greater than 1 less than or equal to 1 








Labor | — Nonlabor 






Nonlabor 









A a SF ce No hia Not Applicable ......cc:cssssssssseeessseeees [Not Applicable ........:ssscssssessssseeee $3,371.47 | $2,066.38 
I os icsnsssikaccsccoassccuiisinioeiace iis biete ila oneal UR iii ids Wanna icnlenadhs 1,579.40 | 968.02 


1For FY 2015, there are no CBSAs in Puerto Rico with a national wage index greater than 1. 








d. Lower third of the page, the fourth —_—D. Corrections of Errors in the 2. On page 50407, second column, last 
table titled “Table 1D.—Capital Appendices partial paragraph, line 3, the figure 
Standard Federal Payment Rate—FY “5.71” is corrected to read “‘5.68”’. 

isc ) 1S: 1. On page 50405, first column, first 
2015” is corrected to read as follows: mae 1 3. On pages 50409 through 50419, 
TABLE 1D—CAPITAL STANDARD a. Line 10, the figure ‘‘$654”’ is a Sc a Lae 

FEDERAL PAYMENT RATE—FY 2015 corrected to read “$623”. Costs for FY 2015” the table and table 

| Rate b. Line 12, the figure “$132” is footnotes are corrected as follows: 
corrected to read “$128”. BILLING CODE 4120-01-P 
OUI  eecesehs dew sascassncsanewuonees $434.97 c. Line 14, the figure 4G? te 


PINETIO FRIDO  canscesnnsis cossessvovenses | 209.45 corrected to read “1.5”. 
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TABLE I.—IMPACT ANALYSIS OF CHANGES 1Q THE IPPS FOR 
OPERATING COSTS FOR FY 2015 
Appli 
catio 
FY n of 
2015 the 
Weight FY 2015 Front 
s and DRG, ier 
Hospit DRG Rel. Rural Applic | Wag 
al Rate | Chang Wts., | Floor and a-tion e 
Updat es Wage | Imputed of the Inde 
e and with FY 2015 Index | Floor CBSA x 
Docu- Appli- Wage Change | with Transi- | and 
menta- | cation Data s with FY 201 | Applica- Impact tion Out- 
tion of with Wage 5 | tion of of the Wage Migr 
| and Recali- Appli- and MGCR | National New Index a- 
Codin bratio cation Recali- B ' Rural OMB with tion 
g n of Wage | bration | Reclas Floor CBSA | Budge | Adju 
| No. of Adjust | Budge Budget Budget si- | Budget Design t st- 
| Hospi- -ment t Neu- Neu- Neutrali | ficatio | Neu- a-tions | Neutra ment 
tals' 2 trality’ | trality* ty° ns® trality” ‘ -lity ° 
4 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
All Hospitals 3,396 1.5 oo oO} —" “6 0 | 0 0 0 0.1 
By Geographic Location: tot — art — ot a rt 
Urban hospitals 2,549 1.4 | 0 0 | 0 if | O2 | 741 O06 | 
Large urban areas 1,401 1.4 , 0 0 0 [0.2 | 14 | 28 | 
Rural hospitals 847 1.8 0.2 0.1 02 161 -0.3 0 ) = 9 pan 
Bed Size (Urban): 
}0-99beds |G | SHO 0.1 -0.1 0.4 | 0.1 —— ot ae ash 
100-199 beds 787 14 -0.1 0 03 P Of COT 2} 03] -14] -07 | 
-0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 O| 0.1 
300-499 beds 429 i a 2 a ss eS ee ee ae 
[500ormorebeds | 212 || Oe] UOT oe OZ] OZ) OT] CUO CO 01] -14] -08 | 
es) nee ene erias fa eta 
-0.2 Oi} 03) O04] 02] 01) Of] G27 OG] -o7] -11) 
Ce ee -0.3 0.9 -0.2 a Bie 
-0.2 1.8 -0.3 02| 01] -09 0 
| 150-199beds TOT] OT COT CO 1B] C03 | | 0.2, -01] -12] -0.4 | 
Urban by Region: Lettabeciensiens 
Middle Atlantic 324 1.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 -0.4 
South Atlantic | aor. [14] 0] 03] 02] 03] oa] 01] 01] 0] 02] 13] -09| 
East North Central 397 14{ 0] oj] Of 02] 06) O17] O41] O] 03] -11/] 05| 
| EastSouthCentral ss “ss| S153 | 4 TOT OST 04] 04] O44 TOT OTT Of 02] -16] -13 | 
[WestNorthCentral ss “$$ Cs] S162] 14 {Of O4 TCO Or] OS] ont 04 08] -01] -1{ -04 | 
[West SouthCentral ss “ss| 887 | 4 TOT OG TOS] OST OST ONT OTT Of] 02] 2] 17 | 
Mountain tort 161 et Pott CO Ot 01] O2] 02] -16] -08 | 
cael eis Racca Donia POST OZ] U4] Ot] O41] ~—hOf -01] -15] 04 | 
[Cueicn OUR COST ORC CUCU ret ra 
| RuralbyRegion: | | ch cha a al a 
| NewEngiand | ae | ty | Ott og} oat 22 |_| | Of -0.5[ -0.9 | 
[South Alanic [ase [se [oz or [ os {a2 oat of of ost ont af 08) 
East North Central | 116| 19] 02] o| 02] 11] 02] o1]  o| O[ -o1| 05] o2| 
| East SouthCentral ss ss] 165 |G] -O1 T0303 T2605 UO OT] O41 01] 15] -1.4 | 
[West North Central | 102] 21] -03| 0] 03] 04] 01] o1] of o3] o| 03| 03, 
[West SouthCentral —s—“s s| 168 | 7] OTT) UOT] OMT OTT Of O14] 02] 16] -18 | 
[Mountain Cid AT OST OTT -O4t o2 TOT] COT OG] OO] 04] 06 | 
[Pacific CT OG] Bt 4 Oo] OT] = -O2] 06S COT 2] 03] 13 | 
By Payment Classification: 
a sa a << ea er ae ee 
at a 2 ee a 2 a | Se ee ee 
[Other uban arses 4.80 | asf of oz font oa} of of oy oat on Frat 08 
[| Ruralareas CC‘; BBS BT -O2T CUO OZ] 2] OB] 01] CO fF 03] Of -08] -05 | 
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2015 
Weight FY 2015 
s and DRG, 
DRG Rel. 
Chang Wts., 
es Wage 
with FY 2015 Index 
Appli- Wage Change 
cation Data s with FY 201 
of with Wage 5 
Recali- Appli- and MGCR 
bratio cation Recali- B 
n of Wage | bration | Reclas 
Budge | Budget Budget si- 
t Neu- Neu- Neutrali | ficatio 
trality® | trality’ ty° ns° 






100 or more residents 
Urban DSH: 
Non-DSH 











D 
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© 
a 
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2° 
= 
\ 
° 
= 
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Rural 
Floor and 
Imputed 
Floor 
with 
Applica- 
tion of 
National 
Rural 
Floor 
Budget 
Neu- 
trality’ 










1 2 3 4 
| Teaching Status: | 
Fewer than 100 residents | __795 |__45{ 0} ot of ot) 0. 









































Urban teaching and DSH: 


Both teaching and DSH 842 
Teaching and no DSH 133 


No teaching and DSH Ties ar af 












100 or more beds 0 -0.1 0 

Less than 100 beds 383 1.5 -0.2 i roe 0 0 

Rural DSH: ee 

SCH 373 AF} 83 fb fa 0 tah} ee 
PRC ___ | aie |e | oe fof Ot te 0 | | 0.5 | T-0.2 | 
Ree 
a -0.2 08 -0.3 0.6 = =r Pz 


fee ne one ee 
a "ot oa} or 
1.4 
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a 65 93 + 6 -0. 2 -0. 2 0. 3 
FY 2015 Reclassifications 
by the Medicare Geographic 
Classification Review 
Board: 


All Reclassified Hospitals imag A teases Mccain Rccaimmsisll Dcatnasen tt Danes nein tl 


















Urban Nonreclassified 
Hospitals, FY 2015 
All Rural Hospitals 
Reclassified FY 2015 


















| Special Hospital Types: | eae See Ne Sate 
SCH 325 02 Ti 04] 08 
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20 ef of of af af aol el 





1 ae eee 
o5[ 01; oOo] 02] 02] -06] -06 | 






0.1 pS fo, oo et 
















Rural Nonreclassified 
Hospitals FY 2015 











All Section 401 Reclassified Pe 
Hospitals 








Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Rules and Regulations 59687 





FY 2015 
DRG, 
Rel. Rural Applic 
Wts., Floor and a-tion 
Wage imputed of the 
FY 2015 Index Floor CBSA 
Wage Change with Transi- 


cation Data s with FY 201 Applica- Impact tion 
of with Wage 5 tion of of the Wage 

Recali- Appli- and MGCR National New Index 

bratio cation Recali- B Rural OMB with 
n of Wage | bration {| Recias Floor CBSA | Budge 

Budge | Budget Budget si- Budget Design t 

t Neu- Neu- Neutrali — Neu- a-tions Neutra 


— —_ ty” — -lity ° 


1 9 
FP 
Section 1886(d)(8)(B 
eas eae eee ee 


" Because data necessary to classify some hospitals by category were missing, the total number of hospitals in each category may not equal 
the national total. Discharge data are from FY 2013, and hospital cost report data are from reporting periods beginning in FY 2012 and FY 
2011. 

* This column displays the payment impact of the hospital rate update and the documentation and coding adjustment including the 2.2 percent 
adjustment to the national standardized amount and hospital-specific rate (the estimated 2.9 percent market basket update reduced by the 0.5 
percentage point for the multifactor productivity adjustment and the 0.2 percentage point reduction under the Affordable Care Act) and the 0.8 
percent documentation and coding adjustment to the national standardized amount. 

* This column displays the payment impact of the changes to the Version 32.0 GROUPER, the changes to the relative weights and the 
recalibration of the MS-DRG weights based on the corrected FY 2013 MedPAR data in accordance with section 1886(d)(4)(C)(iii) of the Act. 
This column displays the application of the recalibration budget neutrality factor of 0.998761 in accordance with section 1886(d)(4)(C)(iii) of the 
Act. 

*“ This column displays the payment impact of the update to wage index data using FY 2011 cost report data and the new OMB labor market 
area delineations. This column displays the payment impact of the application of the wage budget neutrality factor, which is calculated 
separately from the recalibration budget neutrality factor, and is calculated in accordance with section 1886(d)(3)(E)(i) of the Act. The wage 
budget neutrality factor is 1.001421. 

” This column displays the combined payment impact of the changes in Columns 3 through 4 and the cumulative budget neutrality factor for 
MS-DRG and wage changes in accordance with section 1886(d)(4)(C)(iii) of the Act and section 1886(d)(3)(E) of the Act. The cumulative 
wage and recalibration budget neutrality factor of 1.000180 is the product of the wage budget neutrality factor and the recalibration budget 
neutrality factor. 
® Shown here are the effects of geographic reclassifications by the Medicare Geographic Classification Review Board (MGCRB) along with the 
effects of the adoption of the new OMB labor market area delineations on these reclassifications. The effects demonstrate the FY 2015 
payment impact of going from no reclassifications to the reclassifications scheduled to be in effect for FY 2015. Reclassification for prior years 
has no bearing on the payment impacts shown here. This column reflects the geographic budget neutrality factor of 0.990429. 

‘This column displays the effects of the rural floor and imputed floor based on the adoption of new OMB labor market area delineations. The 
Affordable Care Act requires the rural floor budget neutrality adjustment to be 100 percent national level adjustment. The rural floor budget 
neutrality factor (which includes the imputed floor) applied to the wage index is 0.989525. 

* This column displays the effects of the adoption of the new OMB labor market area delineations. it does not reflect the 3-year transition for 
hospitals that are currently located in urban counties that would become rural under the new OMB delineations and the 1-year transition to the 
new OMB delineations where the wage indexes are blended such that hospitals receive 50 percent of their wage index based on the new OMB 
delineations, and 50 percent of their wage index based on their current labor market area. Rather, it shows the impact of the new OMB 
delineations fully implemented in FY 2015. 

“This column shows the effects of both the 3-year transition for hospitals that are currently located in urban counties that become rural under 
the new OMB delineations, and the 50/50 blended wage index adjustments in a budget neutral manner. For FY 2015, we are appiying both 
the 3-year transition and 50/50 blended wage index adjustments in a budget neutral manner, with a budget neutrality factor of 0.998854 
applied to the standardized amount. 

'° This column shows the combined impact of the policy required under section 10324 of the Affordable Care Act that hospitals located in 
frontier States have a wage index no less than 1.0 and of section 1886(d)(13) of the Act, as added by section 505 of Pub. L. 108-173, which 
provides for an increase in a hospital's wage index if a threshold percentage of residents of the county where the hospital is located commute 
to work at hospitals in counties with higher wage indexes. These are nonbudget neutral policies. 

" This column displays the impact of the implementation of the Hospital Readmissions Reduction Program, section 3025 of the Affordable 
Care Act, a nonbudget neutral provision that adjusts a hospital's payment for excess readmissions. 

’ This column displays the impact of the implementation of section 3133 of the Affordable Care Act that reduces Medicare DSH payments by 
75 percent and establishes an additional uncompensated care payment. 

"° This column shows the changes in payments from FY 2014 to FY 2015. It reflects the impact of the FY 2015 hospital update and the 
adjustment for documentation and coding. It also refiects changes in hospitals’ reclassification status in FY 2015 compared to FY 2014, and 
the extension of MDH payment status for the first half of FY 2015, under Pub. L. 113-93 enacted on April 1, 2014. It incorporates all of the 
changes displayed in Columns 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 (the changes displayed in Columns 3 and 4 are included in Column 5). The sum 
of these impacts may be different from the percentage changes shown here due to rounding and interactive effects. 








RLM COME 108-04-6 b. Second column, first partial (1) First full paragraph, line 26, the 
4, On page 50420: . paragraph, line 6, the figure “0.3” is figure “1.001443” is corrected to read 
paragrap § § 
a. First column, last partial paragraph, (orrected to read “0.2”. “4001421”. 


last line, the figure “0.997543” is . 
corrected to read ‘‘0.998761”’. c. Third column: 
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(2) Last partial paragraph, line 6, the 
phrase ‘‘2 urban hospital” is corrected 
to read ‘‘2 urban hospitals’. 

5. On page 50421, bottom half of the 
page: 

a. First column, first full paragraph: 

(1) Line 9, the figure “1.001443” is 
corrected to read “1.001421”. 

(2) Line 11, the figure “0.997543” is 
corrected to read “‘0.998761”’. 

(3) Line 18, the figures ‘‘0.998982’’ 
and ‘‘0.10”’ are corrected to read 
“1.000180” and ‘‘0.018”’, respectively. 

b. Second column, second full 
paragraph: 

(1) Line 6, the figure ‘‘0.990406” is 
corrected to read “0.990429”. 


corrected to read ‘‘1.6”’. 


6. On page 50422: 


paragraph: 


corrected to read “423”. 


b. Second column: 


(2) Line 13, the figure “1.5” is 


c. Third column, first full paragraph, 
line 8, the figure “0.989507” is 
corrected to read “0.989525”. 


a. First column, second partial 

(1) Line 1, the figure “422” is 

(2) Line 3, the figure “2,974” is 
corrected to read ‘‘2,973”’. 

(3) Line 6, the figure “0.989507” is 
corrected to read ‘‘0.989525”. 


(1) First paragraph, line 23, the 
phrase, ‘‘this final rule for a complere”’ 


is corrected to read “‘this final rule for 


a complete” 


(2) Second paragraph, line 8, the 
figure “0.991291” is corrected to read 


“0.991293”. 


(3) Last paragraph, line 7, the figure 
“1,121” is corrected to read “1.1093”. 

(4) Last paragraph, last line, the figure 
“$1.9” is corrected to read “$1.8”. 

7. On page 50423, the table titled “FY 
2015 IPPS Estimated Payments Due to 
Rural Floor and Imputed Floor with 
National Budget Neutrality” is corrected 
to read as follows: 


FY 2015 IPPS ESTIMATED PAYMENTS DUE TO RURAL FLOOR AND IMPUTED FLOOR WITH NATIONAL BUDGET NEUTRALITY 





State 


sean scientist cia ina aegis ana 


PORN oo ics et SN ie eet ge Ce ie Reese cee ae 
MER ch ah A a eR OO heat aaeie 
PANNE isco b acc skacccnscursusacensiusiuves ence oucceeeannes senbar chiens eased was etanse deen edoed apeee aukaa bead 
RNS her pe eh N ce Sa Gee ere tre ee ee 
RNR ORSINR oe oh cc cece a gh cee pes eceeoebn a amagh phee ese nbele pase akinesia seioGeauemnaeceneuemasewahens 
Colorado 
ST ERIS icrreeace sagen eee Gran sberestitan Neneh meh ehre g virs nee Ee ans eee? 
SIUEMNEIR ER AS on haa a ee 8 SD I iO Ce EE SR et eek i 
WAAR IOA DS oh tecco wn stiossnSpucnsaisay aoc cowsuys chs gaiocs ve banesanie oan soup apsciss cabsaensntvensabaontes 
ER A Ea en a a I a I ph ee ieee eee a and 
HREM D EARN a op ices 8 dps ode Sib aa eas vw ow da acon cp ghee saw een sup ea ariges on eer mee aun ywessaemes ee renee 
Hawaii 
OND Fg Ok Le SS ee i ee ce ee eee ee ee 
PR MORTIN ES coisa rc eas whi eek ick oeee vn sp sie waco bee ania ns oaks Wah he oe Coun EN Soule eteaniouieunenapeman Deen 
SEMIN 2 D8 a Sel ceo ia crml oa L cea en UR, Sa Pa. Soe al a EE een es 
lowa 
Pe RA RSIS oe ass ress os Sees aca specs sido tar ce ie po eaten pee a ee rere mee re 
Kentucky 
PSUS TST CAR Seema en thea clo, Me hon alec negates Ot END etna Me ye ants Nir eth tent eerie er ne ern 
Maine 
IRUERESES ER COMB IN EDIE wk ccs ccs tec ceca esa eumsuee non uae esis entvaun eslewcnsineneuspesomwascncateeeres 
UMN R occ cenas eto deonicp casa cscslcncincpcbabwseetoe sbamact sus nccphadesaubomescabusasctes tuetnecans 
Minnesota 
BPA BSEN SHON s,s, cibv cp cactcocpisanina ds pceuesoeunveqavleesuyuas not eatscuptesenvesnec eter vemvusts souaucanvaa tvanyeess 
RUPII RIN sks non acces Scouser cess eemwesbeemoeece vanes wuseuu cunts ucone te bace oe nec ve tae ceues Suen paiaueiens 
IBEON WESRT WEN ss ou5 ices coisas be ace ae va Seen SS Eee EEE Re Re eee 
PIER os ek ge ec ue cri eed ie a ces SO RCD 
PRIN er oc occa ee aa ea ere a ce et es Rene nr aos Soe ese ce REN ae 
New Hampshire 
PU ONO och hese siceesocewssemoweres ae vowaias se dosuswnat ods noubamassuapsbaone acs smaynssaunevoasasoectensansarcns 
PUI AED Fos ss nce oon ea oc sle vcs omaba ses usd ota o Res beanies tasers obese ieee nce ns ceue hore eens 
New York 
ara a eG U cm ss cos Sowa seccy die dec es susosn Potisemaklesiigs a teem nets cuterton wae auawlanursaabeeiphusueacn pwenascees 
ILan ata RMN oS sae co ckiek cutie ta tN tawine leg Aol curses Se mctacea Roe RoE Ras Seema eae Oaae es 
Ohio 
ROD A PRIBES SRR EN Sse ccectcic sae ch oe eo sk Pace ace ee eo cca ec eee seme cece eee seere 
RO EENG OA coe hc0s opcnasexvcnssscessncecucanestamssasiocnssieanancaneanansascterssaeh ns tanasucbetaryensnasumineeuens 
FRSINAGVAWIANMNEA oss cb csc2ccensiceceuluesieawenssyacgussasouncouSecubosn sceponsoseseu yanieares ww euxsd-sosmmeetsansess 
PRUNES TAD WBNS aah voces si ste oree accadn ee ac seu we RGSS R co Gem rete eR STE GER canbe 
ARAL MNS ENON S06 ws octicsun aneeaeascecusa os sa nwnmiralisu wa sumeeaenssauon ener es eaate tesserae sua cunenannaes 
Bae seat td OR RN MINERS 85 sce eae en Spin oe ere at RU hae eee 
ReSDUNT TD MND PMNRO NGM eb 2c cb csc ccna ac eye eg ke uneish ue gun ec Ooetec earns sean peatea aman Uasocceaewaeanes eoaee 
Tennessee 
[0 2) a a Oca ee Pes Nec ENE Cen Tae oy EIN Tue] aE GOR eIn Panes ey EE nee ecpreen eae 





Number of 
hospitals that 


Percent 
change in pay- 
ments due to 








Number of : : application of 
hospitals will receive the na floor and 
tural floor or imouted floor 
imputed floor wth budget 
neutrality 
(1) (2) (3) 
91 2 —0.5 
6 4 15 
57 9 —0.1 
45 0 -—0.5 
309 200 1.9 
47 6 0.2 
31 8 —0.4 
6 0 —0.6 
7 0 —0.6 
169 25 -0.3 
106 0 -0.5 
12 0 —0.4 
14 0 —0.4 
127 0 —0:6 
91 0 —0.6 
34 0 -—0.5 
53 0 —0.4 
65 1 —0.5 
100 0 —0.5 
20 0 -0.5 
61 51 4.9 
95 0 —0.5 
51 0 -0.5 
64 0 —0.5 
78 0 —0.5 
12 4 —0.3 
23 0 —0.4 
24 6 OF 
13 9 2.2 
64 15 0.1 
25 2 -0.3 
163 0 —0:6 
87 0 —0.5 
6 1 -0.3 
135 10 —0.4 
86 2 —0.5 
33 0) -0.5 
154 10 -0.5 
52 1 0 
li 4 0.5 
55 7 —0.3 
19 0 —0.3 
98 16 —0.2 
324 6 —0.5 
so 2 —0.4 








Difference 
(in millions) 


15:9 


—-48 
— 23.3 
=O: 
1.8 

= 5a 
=a 
9.6 
— 30.1 
22 
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FY 2015 IPPS ESTIMATED PAYMENTS DUE TO RURAL FLOOR AND IMPUTED FLOOR WITH NATIONAL BUDGET 


NEUTRALITY—Continued 











Number of 
State hospitals 
| (1) 
NN ia acess caeczad onieenae vleanieerawernarnevensessawesucucadssianagasuauateeaaeeninacinsnadpeidoaacddavid 6 
NANO NM  o os.iied neva cczaacacseseccesrndousucusvaridewscauaclosadaebenaied counusdcana(canusecsiaidvavtonndadaendases4 79 
NCAR EN CMRI ise acs aciaca carscen cide talc nauuhoauuayew dade auunahUdaasus xaenlcaaddsiteduhssascusulqass eaeaes adieaies 49 
NR NN ii css secisaacatsanasaascasnaeaacesyaanqeasssaasdeuias dduacdacasgsastadeseuuadssadesdcatixes 30 
WINN a2 5 oc cpavniccnsnvonceaauctaceadacnertarkagnuss skavagudastandausaccqucesaasenaeieasaieeetainesaets 65 
MWR IRNO I a ccs dans cidvaanvanasdanconsnaenasacassaxecatssouded unewanexassssucpeaceassadadneedesswdsesensuiddesas 11 


8. On page 50424: 

a. Second column, first partial 
paragraph, line 9, the figure “0.998859” 
is corrected to read “0.998854”. 

b. Third column, first full paragraph, 
line 18, the figure ‘‘273”’ is corrected to 
read “279”. 


9. On page 50425: 


a. First column, first partial 
paragraph, last line, the figure ““$424’’ is 
corrected to read “$428”. 

b. Second column, first full 
paragraph, line 1, the phrase ‘‘Rural 
West South” is corrected to read “Rural 
West North”. 

c. Third column: 

(1) First partial paragraph, line 6, the 


Number of 
hospitals that 
will receive the 
rural floor or 
imputed floor 


(2) 





-ANOWA-0O 


Percent 
change in pay- 
ments due to 
application of 
rural floor and 
imputed floor 
with budget 
neutrality 


(3) 


—0.3 
—0.5 
=a 
—0.4 
—0.5 
=a 


Difference 
(in millions) 


(4) 


—=(.7 
—t20 
=o.1 
=—32 
—8.6 
-0.3 


(2) First full paragraph, line 14, the 
figure “0.7” is corrected to read “0.6”. 

10. On pages 50426 and 50427, the 
table titled ‘Table Il —Impact Analysis 
of Changes for FY 2015 Acute Care 
Hospital Operating Prospective Payment 
System (Payments Per Discharge)”’ is 


corrected to 


figure “5.71” is corrected to read “5.68”. 


read as follows: 


TABLE II—IMPACT ANALYSIS OF CHANGES FOR FY 2015 ACUTE CARE HOSPITAL OPERATING PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT 


SYSTEM 
[Payments per discharge] 














ens neces encrnnennesnessnnesssises sss tlspiegel iseiipntaasensdisiacsatieenmaaesiiiadiattl 
Estimated av- | Estimated av- 
Number of erage FY 2014 | erage FY 2015 | All FY 2015 
hospitals payment per payment per changes 
discharge discharge 
(1) (2) | (3) (4) 
PAR och scsdd ccd cunaesy ant eacavacesu tats dune tetaa eee dav ie me aise es tae ret 3,396 11,249 11,184 —0.6 
By Geographic Location: 
IRMA ARMED a5 occ cnc cc you snsandy vga Zens aasae diets wl coed oes oeatanbbadiioessaait Alaa aati 2,549 11,625 11,557 —0.6 
PAN ONCN VIN MSGR ANCRORUN 5503 654 cand ssh dad sass dada dove ekgteandseNdscaudendsagueadsd indiunscatuhans 1,401 12,377 12,308 —0.6 
CTPA Oe UN RAN AR CREMEN oa cc ca cae enctialeccs doce sands dc dasiuas inva nvede aga iniaaatacnuatvenasdassascnas 1,148 10,709 10,643 —0.6 
BURN ed UNEP MCENENS Sass cn essca deen ecdceasuuadaanaccossxeade scedasou}asdaduue sanainvanascussaasedecnd idatae 847 8,240 8,194 —O6 
Bed Size (Urban): 
We NCO ots oa dnc dusk bop duacascisds eoeciadaoics) salaceieaderacecaatansaacetatenat Aaa yategaeec ts 666 9,088 9,061 -0.3 
SN NM coe cas Fac pays Stead nash ods dashed seaatetdd aetna Saaeaesd aidan naa EE 787 9,747 9,682 —0.7 
Oe eae es NN ao ocd sieacea da cadena ald ca cant aba Laas stone bagaagtaa Saad ottaNaa eat aereeetls 455 10,507 10,489 —0.2 
ON ON ca cas cava ue ve ve dosrccsergaancusacatuahesatenascusacoerauc agi su suas comlaneeneiaiedecas 429 11,951 11,875 —0.6 
EOI: Chie NUNGTNCR EMOIRN ocx: vcata iv as daocatyn'w cada cyt at asadlas eaaaen a cemeas Uaeteaaeacaaa cede 212 14,309 14,198 —0.8 
Bed Size (Rural): 
FE ie hee oc vn cosas cesses tanaas sesceenncveveceaua dates tenes 34 usd cuca ustan lacwausele wwiesgaeirsetenes 328 6,778 6,701 —1.1 
EAE RENN as ccs 2s Ss cilvi ea Sas casnse gas uaa aad seaaseadag dias ale liveada sksdaasdenalgae aang 305 7,803 7,692 =14 
TRON 5 CREM RIOR asses sac cs deco cquce te ap saa van die cane roan dnaaavide aeay sa Veauacaeaas den toniwaduen 125 8,113 8,109 0 
ERE BEE OLN aed ccna Vacs Cassa ga sean gataaweeaayoadusadausecdaauadtasaunadecussaeyanaaueatenes 50 8,857 8,819 —0.4 
CANON CLM ANE ON oo ates ccc acid ese zaccenacissavuaia saa evaaeard desaautadencatnabanncbesdseunads 39 9,988 10,027 0.4 
Urban by Region: 
PNG ENN) Fn ORs sec eco cae sas dua csse'-vcasci yuacadcntden rescs touscaceameassiadgesnacssneWsadensarscati 120 12,806 12,802 0 
WRU Wy SR 3 coos ccc fusca scasscccnscseccuncacnasaaveesstiauaryedsendcausechencdeddisaledeststadgn4 324 12,914 12,905 =O 
STOSULEN I PAN aN VE Oth cs bce ca Scev rasledncvuies dvavaediebennesacelcaabtacis; cacziaavsquddveseasaasTaceieataees 407 10,453 10,359 —0.9 
Ee aU IN GIMUN es CcCNNON AD eas cce vcs east sa case srugsa sala supussngucanesuasdandecncdsuuddavevenssusncewaceads 397 10,849 10,790 —5 
ERG Serer © CARN ogo - caaelea es cae cececccpcqu cuca iawandondcnanuasccaqacsuinasdetaeaeends 153 10,052 9,922 —t.3 
WdGreres IRCIEU NR LONNIE ENI = 2 cc cecd avs. ccdu es saxazevecrisaueessuaveusesaaces veupadaceoeteraveretieasteats 162 11,355 11,314 —0.4 
MWS See nuh es C2 NU Ae aes cic castes: vasersee ounce na devacuts -naevesvaceddseaeadassacussvauvaesuvexavaxes 387 10,677 10,500 =t7 
RCNA ov ves Faicocsilu cad aude das aac veasPaxeasan ton dds tot avugsaa arate ducati iantene caeeeaeeh 162 11,935 11,835 —0.8 
BRAGG cess sic sxeceute cxcczcnascuccedecceahedawanceesnaacouedsesinanaescussuedeunciediecacaumesgtaneanases 385 14,691 14,708 0.1 
CIUGHTE ECON a ees osa tcrencceccvaccanicoucacayandanuncansuaddge tans cupeerasdauddas exdadcunacucauegassuaeats 52 8,218 7,620 -—73 
Rural by Region: 
22 11,207 11,110 —0.9 


New England 
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TABLE II—IMPACT ANALYSIS OF CHANGES FOR FY 2015 ACUTE CARE HOSPITAL OPERATING PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT 
SYSTEM—Continued 
[Payments per discharge] 


Estimated av- | Estimated av- 
erage FY 2015] All FY 2015 








Middle Atlantic 
South Atlantic 
East North Central 
East South Central 
West North Central 
West South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 
By Payment Classification: 
HOTEDEAYR WARTS Sia RANE 852s weno cect on dean nw scsnsde dese eeebueeacve cet akan csacpneanee nnn oaeeeaoentens 
Large urban areas 
Other urban areas 
Rural areas 
Teaching Status: 
Nonteaching 
FWD RINEIA NO MSM OINES oc ase 55 os srcancespsastpesaisnasecemacsdetueseunptcunspassecepeea sansa 
100 or more residents 
Urban DSH: 
Non-DSH 
100 or more beds 
Less than 100 beds 
Rural DSH: 
SCH 
RRC 
100 or more beds 
Less than 100 beds 
Urban teaching and DSH: 
Both teaching and DSH 
Teaching and no DSH 
No teaching and DSH 
No teaching and no DSH 
Special Hospital Types: 
RRC 
SCH 
MDH 
SCH and RRC 
PAI mn ANWAR 5s casccc cote ca ccs cu tna pieces ee vanes oncy oavucs eines poaaaesasoeomscuavaeeuvcnse 
Type of Ownership: 
NOREEN coc ct cee uicvos te woman Caoniceencaadgneesaehs ovaucvobeebsnaas inch oseanleplegesesenmtvnlsores 
Proprietary 
Government 
Medicare Utilization as a Percent of Inpatient Days: 
0-25 


FY 2015 Reclassifications by the Medicare Geographic Classification Re- 
view Board: 
All Reclassified Hospitals 
Non-Reclassified Hospitals 
Uiban Hospitals RRCIASSINGD .......c.ccccscscccnssse.scenscescsscsccnstavsasescosesesawsdecesess 
Urban Nonreclassified Hospitals, FY 2015: oo... eccccssseeceeseteeeeeeeeee 
All Rural Hospitals Reclassified FY 2015: o......ceccceeeeeseeeeeeeeeneennees 
Rural Nonreclassified Hospitals FY 2015: oo... cccecssseeeeeeeneeeeeereeenes 
All Section 401 Reclassified Hospitals: ........... cece eceeeeeeeeeeeteeeeeeeeneanenes 
Other Reclassified Hospitals (Section 1886(d)(8)(B)) 
Specialty Hospitals: 
Cardiac specialty Hospitals 


11. On page 50428, first column, first 
paragraph, lines 31 through 35, the 
sentence ‘Based on the applicant’s 














Number of erage FY 2014 
hospitals payment per payment per changes 
discharge discharge 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
fp eee 

57 8,292 8,231 —0.7 
132 7,836 thule —0.8 
116 8,475 8,496 0.2 
165 7,513 7,409 —1.4 
102 8,914 8,941 0.3 
168 7,108 6,978 —1.8 
61 9,454 9,509 0.6 
24 11,083 11,221 1.3 
2,563 11,609 11,541 —O:6 
1,413 12,366 12,296 —0.6 
1,150 10,677 10,611 —0.6 
833 8,457 8,411 -0.5 
2,357 | 9,343 9,300 —0.5 
795 10,978 10,920 -0:5 
244 16,533 16,399 —0:8 
679 9,836 9,899 0.6 
1,588 12,055 11,960 —0.8 
383 8,434 8,375 —0.7 
373 7,907 7,867 =65 
212 9,194 9,175 =0:2 
24 7,395 7,305 —1.2 
137 6,329 6,253 —1.2 
842 13,277 13,167 —6:8 
133 11,130 11,230 0.9 
1,129 9,781 9,713 —0.7 
459 9,223 9,289 0.7 
193 9,403 9,350 —0.6 
325 9,577 9,654 0.8 
162 7,072 6,706 —§.2 
124 10,293 10,410 ye 
15 9,195 8,458 = 
1,935 11,377 11,334 —0.4 
892 10,001 9,919 —0.8 
542 12,283 12,113 —1.4 
501 14,885 14,544 —-2.3 
2,081 11,359 11,311 —0.4 
601 9,146 9,145 0 
93 8,408 8,353 —0.6 
719 10,843 10,829 —0.1 
2,677 11,379 11,298 —0.7 
450 11,514 11,502 —0.1 
2,054 11,675 11,593 —0.7 
269 8,734 8,713 -0.2 
514 7,667 7,606 —0:8 
50 10,137 10,025 —1.1 
64 7,814 7,665 =1.9 

15 12,303 12,538 1.9 


estimate from FY 2013, we currently 
estimate that new technology add-on 
payments for Voraxaze® will increase 


overall FY 2015 payments by 





$6,300,000.” is corrected to read “Based 
on the latest data from the 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Rules and Regulations 


59691 





manufacturer, we currently estimate 
that new technology add-on payments 
for Voraxaze® will increase overall FY 
2015 payments by $6,615,000.” 


12. On page 50429: 


a. First column, second paragraph, 
line 6, the figure ““$5.3”’ is corrected to 


read ‘$8.8. 


b. First column, third paragraph, line 
16, the figure ‘‘166” is corrected to read 


“730. 


c. Second column, first partial 
paragraph, line 4, the figure ‘‘$70.7” is 


corrected to read “‘$71”’. 


fourths of the page: 


paragraph: 


13. On page 50435, upper three- 


a. First column, fourth bulleted 


(1) Line 4, the figure ‘‘0.9986” is 


c. Third column: 


corrected to read “0.9993”. 

(2) Line 5, the figure 0.9373” is 
corrected to read “0.9382”. 

b. Second column, first partial 
paragraph, line 2, the figure’’1.2”’ is 
corrected to read ‘‘1.3”’. 


(1) Second full paragraph, second 


sentence, is corrected to read, ‘‘The 


increase in capital payments for 
voluntary and proprietary hospitals is 
estimated at 1.5 percent, and for 
government hospitals the increase is 


estimated to be 1.3 percent.” 
(2) Third full paragraph: 


(a) Line 20, the figure ‘‘0.7”’ is 
corrected to read “0.8”. 
(b) Line 24, the figure ‘(2.2 percent)” 

is corrected to read “(2.3 percent)”. 

14. On pages 50435 through 50437, 
the table titled, ‘Table III. Comparison 
of Total Payments Per Case”’ is corrected 
to read as follows: 


TABLE III—COMPARISON OF TOTAL PAYMENTS PER CASE 
[FY 2014 payments compared to FY 2015 payments] 





Average FY Average FY 
Number of 2014 2015 
hospitals payments/ payments/ Change 
case case 


| | 


By Geographic Location: 
All hospitals 


Large urban areas (populations over 1 million) 
Other urban areas (populations of 1 million or fewer) 


Rural areas 


Urban hospitals ...............00 
O-9F DEAS: -.00.5..sccecccsese 
100-199 beds ................ 
200-299 beds ................ 
300-499 beds ................ 


500 or more beds 


Rural HOSpHAIS: .. -.......<00s<2-.0003- 
O-A4G Dads. ..........000s0000c00. 
50-99 beds .............0c00eee 
100-149 beds ................ 
150-199 beds ................ 
200 or more beds .......... 


By Region: 
Urban by Region 
New England 
Middle Atlantic 
South Atlantic 


East North Central ......... 


East South Central 


West North Central ........ 


West South Central 
Mountain 
Pacific 


PUGKIO) FUCO? vin c2scecanseseses 
Rural by Region ..........:.000.0. 


New England 
Middle Atlantic 
South Atlantic 


East North Central ......... 


East South Central 


West North Central ........ 


West South Central 


BIIRIND co ccccescciccaventsesds 


Pacific 


Pucite- RICO on. i.60c.cccescenes 


By Payment Classification: 
All hospitals 


Large urban areas (populations over 1 million) 
Other urban areas (populations of 1 million or fewer) 


Rural areas 
Teaching Status: 
Non-teaching 


Fewer than 100 Residents 
100 or more Residents .. 


Urban DSH: 


100 or more beds ... 


Less than 100 beds 





3,396 
1,401 
1,148 
847 
2,549 
666 
787 
455 
429 
212 
847 
328 
305 
125 
50 

39 


2,549 
120 
324 
407 
397 
153 
162 
387 
162 
385 


847 
22 
57 

132 

116 

165 

102 

168 
61 
24 


3,396 
1,413 
1,150 

833 


2,357 
795 
244 


1,588 
383 








856 
944 
824 
583 
890 
733 
772 
812 
907 
1,066 
583 
474 
542 
582 
636 
709 


890 
984 
958 
802 
856 
764 
880 
823 
907 
1,120 
408 
583 
812 
566 
555 
607 
534 
619 
515 
653 
749 


856 
943 
823 
594 


728 
837 
1,210 


911 
649 





869 
959 
835 
589 
903 
740 
783 
826 
922 
1,081 
589 
480 
546 
588 
643 
717 


903 
1,001 
977 
812 
867 
772 
892 
831 
918 
1,148 
412 
589 
823 
575 
559 
613 
539 
624 
519 
657 
767 


869 
959 
835 
599 


738 
850 
1,229 


925 
657 





Ae BO KP HBB HBB eO Remo mu 
=]=2ODNOUNBRANOMNOANY 


RORFRPAHRHANHOHBRBRBBHaaa 
=NNPONMDANOROWWONY 


S° 
oo 


0.8 
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TABLE III—COMPARISON OF TOTAL PAYMENTS PER CASE—Continued 


[FY 2014 payments compared to FY 2015 payments] 




















sicmecot | ana | “ae 
umber o 
hospitals payments/ payments/ Change 
case case 
a a eee 
Rural DSH: 
Sole Community (SCHIEAGH) «.scccccsiscccssncsessosenssxarecesewecousnsenenss 373 530 535 1.1 
Referral Gonter (ARG/EAGH) ...:...550..s0sssceesscconsescssssarcnscdcsvnenens ete 656 661 0.8 
Other Rural: 
ASO MO RARNIS MITA oo soot cs Soocs suas con cqcawcctuv cals ovasexevearececsstaimosnocss 24 552 552 0.0 
LSSSS MURA HNO MMOS: sxe iscsosiocusuauaean wn snecauenscsenasaversecencheoseseioees 137 465 469 1.0 
Urban teaching and DSH: 
SOTA ACTIN MSHA <socsscssuiedcsscsesisstsccsvnnnecsucsasscuceabucposccensedeqaiestecs 842 990 1,005 1:5 
DSA P IRIS ANATAINO ND ord ss oss acess anysacnskshuy sanssccuivas eas seveswanicdeacencaneaateesons 133 891 907 1.8 
PACING TANACI ATRIA NN occa cost ish iss ewiewsccnsaussccepaesennaswcaneuencaternscnessous 1,129 762 774 1.6 
PHORUM AAG TAO DEA coca sivccesescvsnsscesaechureedsssnoscoaccetesstserscecesexoines 459 788 799 1.4 
Rural Hospital Types: 
NONISPDCIANSIAUIS MGSIAIS 0.06500... cccescaseescarsarssasewassnsesspesneessesnsvouss 2575 890 903 1:5 
HR Pantaleo cecal too yeuca stots caves cn so owaon paeps oss anap Seapets eas 193 717 730 1.8 
FON el EPMO As soc ecsgs are co cas aeosen san sobvs aes wazs waeew oo eue uns spucennsia taaesabtadnaspoustcts 325 652 659 1.1 
LO Fea AF AIG MAA PNG A caseceeocn vbsveciehanoesahsatutecaueseavasisussseasaoraesncpnens sueee 124 711 720 1.3 
Hospitals Reclassified by the Medicare Geographic Classification Review 
Board: 
FY2015 Reclassifications: 
PAT SNe ea Ta a NINE hoes pans esa asd tice. lsteauacenetadcbendccbacasneacsmanees 450 886 904 2.1 
AUMIMARINGRARCCIASSHIOG 2.c6.c<...ccnccscssasescccsssssvonepncdinsssnsadecdaacasescets 2,054 893 906 1.4 
PAAR RESIN oo co cotsce a eveseesnctsiceeusees codedawwartecsasssuetueateesveebaceuces 269 621 628 1.0 
PATA NORAROCIASSMIOG | wi occsssicncesccssseescussccncssowccasecaastecdascessssseanens 514 533 537 0.8 
Other Reclassified Hospitals (Section 1886(d)(8)(B)) oo... eee 59 581 595 2.3 
Type of Ownership: 
RESID ccs vse pe wsmehd pecacete pe pnb es aoc ae ae neleoanecitpentnktpatoetoesrebe reas 1,935 868 882 1:5 
PRUISTINMMEN © scohcc step sSassuan cceck sassousecguseobsususes fuvawausuyassaseaess tah aeseuveuevbeiaatests 892 776 787 45 
REA IUM NADER eo ccsen boccaciersics say scx'cnsceoaeisceeSs eeuau uct tet oh mapas pe aavahaubotessatencnsbecwies 542 895 907 1.3 
Medicare Utilization as a Percent of Inpatient Days: 
IOP es i ccsnsics eb uaneabuiscs te vases eeastuuueucns suas tOanszaneacstup ostanactle wesseveatocvaaance 501 1,022 1,037 1.4 
ReaD su sen coos nusen oe nessa cae eh ues coe wiles ace su maNK PuRESaNtea Bewinateraaen yoo ashen 2,081 871 884 1.5 
FBS acts Ceca en eae Nas ed etl ries at are an eee eae ees 601 Fai 728 1.6 
ROE a De success bat nanore ra con cast cesed Aas) hese meshes voce e neces tiaee peek eee aes 93 648 654 1.0 
aR Fa Nea ARE a Ne er nS ro ne 


a. Upper three-fourths of the page: 

(1) Second column, first paragraph: 

(a) Line 2, the figure “$654” is 
corrected to read ““$623”’. 

(b) Line 14, the figure ‘‘$457” is 
corrected to read “$428”’. 

(c) Line 22, the figure ‘‘$369”’ is 
corrected to read “$373”. 

(d) Line 44, the figure “$457” is 
corrected to read ‘‘$428”’. 

(e) Line 45, the figure “$888” is 
corrected to read “$862”’. 

(f) Line 51, the figure “$132”’ is 
corrected to read “$128”’. 

(g) Line 55, the figure “$756” is 
corrected to read “$734”’. 

(2) Third column, last paragraph, last 
line, the figure ‘‘$756” is corrected to 
read “$734”. 

b. Lower quarter of the page, the table 
titled “‘Table V.—Accounting Statement: 
Classification of Estimated Expenditures 


under the IPPS from FY 2014 to FY 
2015” is corrected to read as follows: 


TABLE V—ACCOUNTING STATEMENT: 
CLASSIFICATION OF ESTIMATED Ex- 
PENDITURES UNDER THE’ IPPS 


FROM FY 2014 TO FY 2015 





Transfers 






Category 










Annualized Monetized | — $734 million. 

Transfers. 
From Whom to Whom | Federal Government 
to IPPS Medicare 


Providers. 





Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Oliver Potts, 


Deputy Executive Secretary to the 
Department, Department of Health and 
Human Services. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23630 Filed 10—-1—14; 11:15 am] 
BILLING CODE 4120-01-P 


59693 








Proposed Rules 


Federal Register 
Vol. 79, No. 192 


Friday, October 3, 2014 





This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices to the public of the proposed 
issuance of rules and regulations. The 
purpose of these notices is to give interested 
persons an opportunity to participate in the 
rule making prior to the adoption of the final 
rules. 





NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


10 CFR Part 72 
[NRC-2014-0102] 
RIN 3150—AJ40 


List of Approved Spent Fuel Storage 
Casks: Holtec International HI-STORM 
FLOOD/WIND System; Certificate of 
Compliance No. 1032, Amendment No. 
1 


AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 





SUMMARY: The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) is proposing to 
amend its spent fuel storage regulations 
by revising the Holtec International HI- 
STORM FLOOD/WIND (FW) System 
listing within the ‘‘List of approved 
spent fuel storage casks”’ to include 
Amendment No. 1 to Certificate of 
Compliance (CoC) No. 1032. 
Amendment No. 1 adds a new heat load 
pattern for the multipurpose canister 
(MPC)-—37, broadens the back pressure 
range for MPC-37 and MPC-89, and 
updates certain definitions related to 
fuel classification. Also, the amendment 
makes a correction to the expiration 
date of CoC No. 1032. 

DATES: Submit comments by November 
3, 2014. Comments received after this 
date will be considered if it is practical 
to do so, but the NRC staff is able to 
ensure consideration only for comments 
received on or before this date. 
ADDRESSES: You may submit comments 
by any one of the following methods 
(unless this document describes a 
different method for submitting 
comments on a specific subject): 

e Federal Rulemaking Web site: Go to 
http://www.regulations.gov and search 
for Docket ID NRC—2014—0102. Address 
questions about NRC dockets to Carol 
Gallagher; telephone: 301-287-3422; 
email: Carol.Gallagher@nrc.gov. For 
technical questions, please contact the 
individual listed in the FOR FURTHER 


INFORMATION CONTACT section of this 
document. 

e Email comments to: 
Rulemaking.Comments@nrc.gov. If you 
do not receive an automatic email reply 
confirming receipt, then contact us at 
301-415-1677. 

e Fax comments to: Secretary, U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission at 301- 


415-1101. 
¢ Mail comments to: Secretary, U.S. 


Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001, ATTN: 
Rulemakings and Adjudications Staff. 

e Hand deliver comments to: 11555 
Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland 
20852, between 7:30 a.m. and 4:15 p.m. 
(Eastern Time) Federal workdays; 
telephone: 301-415-1677. 

For additional direction on obtaining 
information and submitting comments, 
see “Obtaining Information and 
Submitting Comments’”’ in the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section of 
this document. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Naiem S. Tanious, Office of Federal and 
State Materials and Environmental 
Management Programs, U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, 
DC 20555-0001; telephone: 301-415- 
6103, email: Naiem. Tanious@nrc.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Obtaining Information and 
Submitting Comments 


A. Obtaining Information 


Please refer to Docket IDNRC-—2014- 
0102 when contacting the NRC about 
the availability of information for this 
proposed rule. You may obtain publicly- 
available information related to this 
proposed rule by any of the following 
methods: 

e Federal Rulemaking Web site: Go to 
http://www.regulations.gov and search 
for Docket ID NRC-2014-0102. 

e NRC’s Agencywide Documents 
Access and Management System 
(ADAMS): You may obtain publicly- 
available documents online in the 
ADAMS Public Documents collection at 
http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/ 
adams.html. To begin the search, select 
“ADAMS Public Documents”’ and then 
select ‘Begin Web-based ADAMS 
Search.” For problems with ADAMS, 
please contact the NRC’s Public 
Document Room (PDR) reference staff at 
1-800-397-4209, 301-415-4737, or by 
email to pdr.resource@nrc.gov. For the 
convenience of the reader, instructions 


about obtaining materials referenced in 
this document are provided in the 
“Availability of Documents” section. 

e NRC’s PDR: You may examine and 
purchase copies of public documents at 
the NRC’s PDR, Room O1-F21, One 
White Flint North, 11555 Rockville 
Pike, Rockville, Maryland 20852. 


B. Submitting Comments 


Please include Docket ID NRC—2014- 
0102 in the subject line of your 
comment submission, in order to ensure 
that the NRC is able to make your 
comment submission available to the 
public in this docket. 

The NRC cautions you not to include 
identifying or contact information in 
comment submissions that you do not 
want to be publicly disclosed in your 
comment submission. The NRC will 
post all comment submissions at 
http://www.regulations.gov as well as 
enter the comment submissions into 
ADAMS, and the NRC does not 
routinely edit comment submissions to 
remove identifying or contact 
information. 

If you are requesting or aggregating 
comments from other persons for 
submission to the NRC, then you should 
inform those persons not to include 
identifying or contact information that 
they do not want to be publicly 
disclosed in their comment submission. 
Your request should state that the NRC 
does not routinely edit comment 
submissions to remove such information 
before making the comment 
submissions available to the public or 
entering the comment into ADAMS. 


II. Procedural Background 


This proposed rule is limited to the 
changes contained in Amendment No. 1 
to CoC No. 1032 and does not include 
other aspects of the Holtec International 
HI-STORM FW System design. Because 
the NRC considers this action 
noncontroversial and routine, the NRC 
is publishing this proposed rule 
concurrently with a direct final rule in 
the Rules and Regulations section of this 
issue of the Federal Register. Adequate 
protection of public health and safety 
continues to be ensured. The direct final 
rule will become effective on December 
17, 2014. However, if the NRC receives 
significant adverse comments on this 
proposed rule by November 3, 2014, 
then the NRC will publish a document 
that withdraws the direct final rule. If 
the direct final rule is withdrawn, the 
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NRC will address the comments 
received in response to these proposed 
revisions in a subsequent final rule. 
Absent significant modifications to the 
proposed revisions requiring 
republication, the NRC will not initiate 
a second comment period on this action 
in the event the direct final rule is 
withdrawn. 

A significant adverse comment is a 
comment where the commenter 
explains why the rule would be 
inappropriate, including challenges to 
the rule’s underlying premise or 
approach, or would be ineffective or 
unacceptable without a change. A 
comment is adverse and significant if: 

(1) The comment opposes the rule and 
provides a reason sufficient to require a 
substantive response in a notice-and- 
comment process. For example, a 
substantive response is required when: 

(a) The comment causes the NRC staff 
to reevaluate (or reconsider) its position 
or conduct additional analysis; 

(b) The comment raises an issue 
serious enough to warrant a substantive 
response to clarify or complete the 
record; or 

(c) The comment raises a relevant 
issue that was not previously addressed 
or considered by the NRC staff. 

(2) The comment proposes a change 
or an addition to the rule, and it is 
apparent that the rule would be 
ineffective or unacceptable without 
incorporation of the change or addition. 

(3) The comment causes the NRC staff 
to make a change (other than editorial) 
to the rule, CoC, or Technical 
Specifications. 

For additional procedural 
information, the regulatory analysis, and 
the environmental assessment and 
finding of no significant impact, see the 
direct final rule published in the Rules 
and Regulations section of this issue of 
the Federal Register. 


III. Background 


Section 218(a) of the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act (NWPA) of 1982, as 
amended, requires that ‘‘the Secretary 
lof the Department of Energy] shall 
establish a demonstration program, in 
cooperation with the private sector, for 
the dry storage of spent nuclear fuel at 
civilian nuclear power reactor sites, 
with the objective of establishing one or 
more technologies that the [Nuclear 
Regulatory] Commission may, by rule, 
approve for use at the sites of civilian 
nuclear power reactors without, to the 
maximum extent practicable, the need 
for additional site-specific approvals by 
the Commission.” Section 133 of the 
NWPA states, in part, that “[the 
Commission] shall, by rule, establish 
procedures for the licensing of any 





technology approved by the 
Commission under Section 219(a) [sic: 
218(a)] for use at the site of any civilian 
nuclear power reactor.” 


To implement this mandate, the 
Commission approved dry storage of 
spent nuclear fuel in NRC-approved 
casks under a general license by 
publishing a final rule which added a 
new subpart K in part 72 of Title 10 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations (10 
CFR) entitled, ““General License for 
Storage of Spent Fuel at Power Reactor 
Sites” (55 FR 29181; July 18, 1990). This 
rule also established a new subpart L in 
10 CFR part 72 entitled, ‘““Approval of 
Spent Fuel Storage Casks,’’ which 
contains procedures and criteria for 
obtaining NRC approval of spent fuel 
storage cask designs. The NRC 
subsequently issued a final rule on June 
8, 2011 (76 FR 33121) that approved the 
Holtec International HI-STORM FW 
System design and added it to the list 
of NRC-approved cask designs in 10 
CFR 72.214 as CoC No. 1032. 


IV. Plain Writing 


The Plain Writing Act of 2010 (Pub. 
L. 111-274) requires Federal agencies to 
write documents in a clear, concise, 
well-organized manner that also follows 
other best practices appropriate to the 
subject or field and the intended 
audience. The NRC has written this 
document to be consistent with the 
Plain Writing Act as well as the 
Presidential Memorandum, ‘‘Plain 
Language in Government Writing,” 
published June 10, 1998 (63 FR 31883). 
The NRC requests comment on the 
proposed rule with respect to clarity 
and effectiveness of the language used. 


V. Availability of Documents 


The documents identified in the 
following table are available to 
interested persons through one or more 
of the following methods, as indicated. 


ADAMS Acces- 
Document sion No. 

SS 

CoC No. 1032, Amend- ML14118A466. 
ment No. 1. 

Technical Specifications, ML14118A468. 
Appendix A. 

Technical Specifications, ML14118A467. 
Appendix B. 

Safety Evaluation Report ... | ML14118A469. 

APPIGCALION: «...ssc00ecarieseeense ML11290A019. 

Application Supplemental ML12158A558. 
May 23, 2012. 

Application Supplemental ML13028A103. 
January 24, 2013. 

Application Supplemental ML13120A505. 
April 18, 2013. 

Application Supplemental ML13217A050. 
July 23, 2013. 





The NRC may post materials related 
to this document, including public 
comments, on the Federal rulemaking 
Web site at http://www.regulations.gov 
under Docket ID NRC-2014-0102. The 
Federal rulemaking Web site allows you 
to receive alerts when changes or 
additions occur in a docket folder. To 
subscribe: 1) Navigate to the docket 
folder (NRC—2014—0102); 2) click the 
“Sign up for Email Alerts’ link; and 3) 
enter your email address and select how 
frequently you would like to receive 
emails (daily, weekly, or monthly). 


List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 72 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Criminal penalties, 
Manpower training programs, Nuclear 
materials, Occupational safety and 
health, Penalties, Radiation protection, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Security measures, Spent 
fuel, Whistleblowing. 

For the reasons set out in the 
preamble and under the authority of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended; 
the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, 
as amended; the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act of 1982, as amended; and 5 U.S.C. 
552 and 553; the NRC is proposing to 
adopt the following amendments to 10 
CFR part 72. 


PART 72—LICENSING 
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 
INDEPENDENT STORAGE OF SPENT 
NUCLEAR FUEL, HIGH-LEVEL 
RADIOACTIVE WASTE, AND 
REACTOR-RELATED GREATER THAN 
CLASS C WASTE 


w 1. The authority citation for part 72 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: Atomic Energy Act secs. 51, 53, 
57, 62, 63, 65, 69, 81, 161, 182, 183, 184, 186, 
187, 189, 223, 234, 274 (42 U.S.C. 2071, 2073, 
2077, 2092, 2093, 2095, 2099, 2111, 2201, 
2232, 2233, 2234, 2236, 2237, 2273, 2262, 
2021); Energy Reorganization Act secs. 201, 
202, 206, 211 (42 U.S.C. 5841, 5842, 5846, 
5851); National Environmental Policy Act 
sec. 102 (42 U.S.C. 4332); Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act secs. 131, 132, 133, 135, 137, 141, 
148 (42 U.S.C. 10151, 10152, 10153, 10155, 
10157, 10161, 10168); sec. 1704 112 Stat. 
2750 (44 U.S.C. 3504 note); Energy Policy Act 
of 2005, Pub. L. 109-58, 119 Stat. 549 (2005). 

Section 72.44(g) also issued under Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act secs. 142(b) and 148(c), (d) 
(42 U.S.C. 10162(b), 10168(c), (d)). 

Section 72.46 also issued under Atomic 
Energy Act sec. 189 (42 U.S.C. 2239); Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act sec. 134 (42 U.S.C. 10154). 

Section 72.96(d) also issued under Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act sec. 145(g) (42 U.S.C. 
10165(g)). 

Subpart J also issued under Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act secs. 117(a), 141(h) (42 U.S.C. 
10137(a), 10161(h)). 

Subpart K also issued under sec. 218(a) (42 
U.S.C. 10198). 
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mw 2.In § 72.214, Certificate of 
Compliance No. 1032 is revised to read 
as follows: 


§ 72.214 List of approved spent fuel 
storage casks. 
* * * * * 

Certificate Number: 1032. 

Initial Certificate Effective Date: June 
13, 2011. 

Amendment Number 1 Effective Date: 
December 17, 2014. 

SAR Submitted by: Holtec 
International, Inc. 

SAR Title: Final Safety Analysis 
Report for the HI-STORM FW System. 

Docket Number: 72-1032. 

Certificate Expiration Date: June 12, 
2031. 

Model Number: HI-STORM FW 
MPC-37, MPC-89. 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 18th day 
of September 2014. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Mark A. Satorius, 
Executive Director for Operations. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23631 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. FAA-2013-0489; Directorate 
Identifier 2008-SW-003-AD] 


RIN 2120—AA64 


Airworthiness Directives; Bell 
Helicopter Textron Canada Limited 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Supplemental notice of 
proposed rulemaking (SNPRM); 
reopening of comment period. 


SUMMARY: We are revising and 
reopening the comment period for an 
earlier notice of proposed rulemaking 
(NPRM) for certain Bell Helicopter 
Textron Canada Limited (Bell) Model 
206L-3 and 206L—4 helicopters. The 
NPRM proposes to require installing a 
placard and revising the limitations 
section of the rotorcraft flight manual 
(RFM). The NPRM was prompted by 
several incidents of third stage engine 
turbine wheel failures caused by 
excessive vibrations at certain engine 
speeds during steady-state operations. 
This action proposes to revise the 
NPRM by adding certain Model 206L1 
helicopters to the applicability, 
excluding certain Model 206L3 and 
206L4 helicopters from the 
applicability, and changing the 


procedures for updating the RFM. Since 
these actions impose an additional 
burden over that proposed in the NPRM, 
we are reopening the comment period to 
allow the public the chance to comment 
on these proposed changes. 

DATES: We must receive comments on 
this SNPRM by December 2, 2014. 
ADDRESSES: You may send comments by 
any of the following methods: 

e Federal eRulemaking Docket: Go to 
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the 
online instructions for sending your 
comments electronically. 

e Fax: 202-493-2251. 

e Mail: Send comments to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Docket 
Operations, M—30, West Building 
Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 1200 
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, 
DC 20590-0001. 

e Hand Delivery: Deliver to the 
“Mail” address between 9 a.m. and 5 
p-m., Monday through Friday, except 
Federal holidays. 


Examining the AD Docket 


You may examine the AD docket on 
the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov or in person at the 
Docket Operations Office between 9 
a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, except Federal holidays. The AD 
docket contains this proposed AD, the 
foreign authority’s AD, the economic 
evaluation, any comments received, and 
other information. The street address for 
the Docket Operations Office (telephone 
800-647-5527) is in the ADDRESSES 
section. Comments will be available in 
the AD docket shortly after receipt. 

For service information identified in 
this proposed AD, contact Bell 
Helicopter Textron Canada Limited, 
12,800 Rue de |’Avenir, Mirabel, Quebec 
]7J1R4; telephone (450) 437-2862 or 
(800) 363-8023; fax (450) 433-0272; or 
at http://www.bellcustomer.com/files/. 
You may review the referenced service 
information at the FAA, Office of the 
Regional Counsel, Southwest Region, 
2601 Meacham Blvd., Room 663, Fort 
Worth, Texas 76137. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
James Blyn, Aviation Safety Engineer, 
Regulations and Policy Group, 
Rotorcraft Directorate, FAA, 2601 
Meacham Blvd., Fort Worth, Texas 
76137; telephone (817) 222-5110; email 
james.blyn@faa.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Comments Invited 


We invite you to participate in this 
rulemaking by submitting written 
comments, data, or views. We also 
invite comments relating to the 
economic, environmental, energy, or 


federalism impacts that might result 
from adopting the proposals in this 
document. The most helpful comments 
reference a specific portion of the 
proposal, explain the reason for any 
recommended change, and include 
supporting data. To ensure the docket 
does not contain duplicate comments, 
commenters should send only one copy 
of written comments, or if comments are 
filed electronically, commenters should 
submit only one time. 


We will file in the docket all 
comments that we receive, as well as a 
report summarizing each substantive 
public contact with FAA personnel 
concerning this proposed rulemaking. 
Before acting on this proposal, we will 
consider all comments we receive on or 
before the closing date for comments. 
We will consider comments filed after 
the comment period has closed if it is 
possible to do so without incurring 
expense or delay. We may change this 
proposal in light of the comments we 
receive. 


Discussion 


We issued an NPRM to amend 14 CFR 
part 39 to add an airworthiness directive 
(AD) that would apply to certain Bell 
Model 206L-3 and 206L—4 helicopters. 
The NPRM was published in the 
Federal Register on June 7, 2013 (78 FR 
34282). The NPRM proposed to require 
installing a placard on the instrument 
panel below the dual tachometer and 
revising the Operating Limitations 
section of the Model 206L3 and 206L4 
RFMs by inserting pages that limit 
steady-state operations between speeds 
of 71.8% and 91.5%. 


The NPRM was prompted by 
Transport Canada Civil Aviation (TCCA) 
AD No. CF-2005-—28R1, dated June 14, 
2007, to correct an unsafe condition for 
certain Model 206L—3 and 206L—4 
helicopters. TCCA, which is the aviation 
authority for Canada, advises of several 
failures of third stage turbine wheels 
used in Rolls-Royce 250-C30S and 250- 
C47B engines. According to TCCA, 
Rolls-Royce determined that detrimental 
vibrations can occur within a particular 
range of turbine speeds, and may be a 
contributing factor to these failures. Bell 
has revised the RFM and provided a 
corresponding decal to inform pilots to 
avoid steady-state operations between 
71.8% and 91.5% turbine speeds. The 
TCCA AD requires amending the RFMs, 
advising pilots of the change, and 
installing a decal as described in Bell 
Alert Service Bulletin (ASB) No. 206L— 
05-134, dated June 8, 2005, or later 
revisions. 
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Actions Since Previous NPRM was 
Issued 


Since we issued the NPRM (78 FR 
34282, June 7, 2013), we determined 
that Bell Model 206L1 helicopters with 
Engine Upgrade Kit Part Number (P/N) 
206-706-520 installed should be 
included in the applicability. Engine 
Upgrade Kit P/N 206-706-520 replaces 
the Rolls-Royce 250—C28B engine with 
a Rolls-Royce 250—C30P engine. The 
condition causing the failures of third 
stage turbine wheels used in Rolls- 
Royce 250-—C30S and 250-C-47B 
engines could also exist in Rolls-Royce 
250—C30P engines. Lastly, we have 
determined that Bell Model 206L3 and 
206L4 helicopters having Rolls-Royce 
250—C20R engines installed under 
Supplemental Type Certificate (STC) 
number SROOO36SE are exempt from the 
requirements of the proposed AD 
because that engine is not affected by 
the unsafe condition. This SNPRM also 
changes the procedures for modifying 
the RFM Limitations Section from 
inserting revised pages to making pen 
and ink changes. 


Comments 


We gave the public the opportunity to 
comment on the previous NPRM (78 FR 
34282, June 7, 2013), and we received 
a comment from one commenter. 


Request 


Rolls-Royce Corporation requested 
that in addition to requiring the placard 
on the instrument panel, we allow 
operators the option to temporarily 
mark the N,/N, gauge with colored tape 
to provide a more visual aide to the 
pilot for the speed avoidance zone. 

We disagree. Marking the glass 
surface of the gauge can create parallax 
issues when viewing the avoidance 
ranges on the gauge, resulting in 
erroneous readings. 


FAA’s Determination 


We are proposing this SNPRM 
because we evaluated all known 
relevant information and determined 
that an unsafe condition is likely to 
exist or develop on other products of 
these same type designs. Certain 
changes described above expand the 
scope of the original NPRM (78 FR 
34282, June 7, 2013). As a result, we 
have determined that it is necessary to 
reopen the comment period to provide 
additional opportunity for the public to 
comment on this SNPRM. 


Related Service Information 


Bell issued ASB No. 206L—05-134, 
Revision A, dated April 9, 2007, which 
describes procedures for installing a 
placard on the instrument panel below 





the main rotor RPM (Nr)/power turbine 
RPM (N2) dual tachometer and for 
inserting the RFM changes into the 
flight manual. Revision A of the ASB 
was issued to exclude Bell Model 206L— 
3 and 206L—4 helicopters with 250- 
C20R engines installed under STC No. 
SRO0036SE from the requirements of the 
ASB, 


Proposed Requirements of the SNPRM 


This proposed AD would require 
installing a placard on the instrument 
panel below the NR/N2 dual tachometer 
and also requires revising the Operating 
Limitations section of the Model 206L3 
and 206L4 RFMs to limit steady-state 
operations between speeds of 71.8% 
and 91.5%. 


Differences Between This Supplemental 
NPRM and the TCCA AD 


The TCCA AD requires compliance 
within 10 calendar days; this proposed 
AD would require compliance within 30 
days. This proposed AD would be 
applicable to Model 206L-1 helicopters 
with Engine Upgrade Kit P/N 206—706- 
520 installed because the same unsafe 
condition exits on this model, and the 
TCCA AD is not. 


Costs of Compliance 


We estimate that this proposed AD 
would affect 616 helicopters of U.S. 
Registry. We estimate that operators 
may incur the following costs in order 
to comply with this AD. Based on an 
average labor rate of $85 per hour, 
amending the RFM would require about 
0.5 work-hour, for a cost per helicopter 
of about $43 and a cost to U.S. operators 
of $26,488. Installing the decal would 
require about 0.2 work-hour, and 
required parts would cost $20, for a cost 
per helicopter of $37 and a cost to U.S. 
operators of $22,792. Based on these 
estimates, the total cost of this proposed 
AD would be $80 per helicopter and 
$49,280 for the fleet. 


Authority for This Rulemaking 


Title 49 of the United States Code 
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue 
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I, 
section 106, describes the authority of 
the FAA Administrator. ‘“‘Subtitle VII: 
Aviation Programs,”’ describes in more 
detail the scope of the Agency’s 
authority. 

We are issuing this rulemaking under 
the authority described in “Subtitle VII, 
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701: 
General requirements.” Under that 
section, Congress charges the FAA with 
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in 
air commerce by prescribing regulations 
for practices, methods, and procedures 
the Administrator finds necessary for 


safety in air commerce. This regulation 
is within the scope of that authority 
because it addresses an unsafe condition 
that is likely to exist or develop on 
products identified in this rulemaking 
action. 

Regulatory Findings 

We determined that this proposed AD 
would not have federalism implications 
under Executive Order 13132. This 
proposed AD would not have a 
substantial direct effect on the States, on 
the relationship between the national 
Government and the States, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. 

For the reasons discussed, I certify 
this proposed regulation: 

1. Is not a “significant regulatory 
action” under Executive Order 12866; 

2. Is not a “‘significant rule’’ under the 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979); 

3. Will not affect intrastate aviation in 
Alaska to the extent that it justifies 
making a regulatory distinction; and 

4, Will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. 

We prepared an economic evaluation 
of the estimated costs to comply with 
this proposed AD and placed it in the 
AD docket. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 


Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety, Incorporation by Reference, 
Safety. 


The Proposed Amendment 


Accordingly, under the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR part 
39 as follows: 


PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 


m 1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701. 


§39.13 [Amended] 

mw 2. Amend § 39.13 by adding the 

following new airworthiness directive 

(AD): 

Bell Helicopter Textron Canada Limited 
(Bell): Docket No. FAA—2013-—0489; 
Directorate Identifier 2008-SW-003-—AD. 


(a) Applicability 

This AD applies to the following 
helicopters, certificated in any category: 

(1) Bell Model 206L—1 with an Engine 
Upgrade Kit Part Number (P/N) No. 206—706- 
520-101 installed; 
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(2) Bell Model 206L—3, serial number (S/ 
N) 51001 through 51612, except those with 
a Rolls-Royce 250—C20R engine installed 
under Supplemental Type Certificate (STC) 
No. SROO036SE; and 

(3) Bell Model 206L—4, S/N 52001 through 
52313, except those with a Rolls-Royce 250- 
C20R engine installed under STC No. 
SROO036SE. 


(b) Unsafe Condition 


This AD defines the unsafe condition as a 
third stage turbine vibration, which could 
result in turbine failure, engine power loss, 
and subsequent loss of control of the 
helicopter. 


(c) Comments Due Date 


We must receive comments by December 2, 
2014. 


(d) Compliance 

You are responsible for performing each 
action required by this AD within the 
specified compliance time unless it has 
already been accomplished prior to that time. 


(e) Required Actions 


Within 30 days: 

(1) Install placard P/N 230-—075-—213-117, 
or equivalent, on the instrument panel 
directly below the dual tachometer. 

(2) Revise the Operating Limitations 
section of the Rotorcraft Flight Manual (RFM) 
by inserting a copy of this AD into the RFM 
or by making pen and ink changes as follows: 

(i) In the Power Plant section, beneath the 
Power Turbine RPM header, add: Avoid 
continuous operations 71.8% to 91.5%. 

(ii) In the Placards and Decals section, add: 
AVOID CONT OPS 71.8% TO 91.5% N2” 
with the location identification “Location: 
Instrument Panel. 


(f) Alternative Methods of Compliance 
(AMOCs) 

(1) The Manager, Safety Management 
Group, FAA, may approve AMOCs for this 
AD. Send your proposal to: James Blyn, 
Aviation Safety Engineer, Regulations and 
Policy Group, Rotorcraft Directorate, FAA, 
2601 Meacham Blvd., Fort Worth, Texas 
76137; telephone (817) 222-5110; email 
james.blyn@faa.gov. 

(2) For operations conducted under a 14 
CFR part 119 operating certificate or under 
14 CFR part 91, subpart K, we suggest that 
you notify your principal inspector, or 
lacking a principal inspector, the manager of 
the local] flight standards district office or 
certificate holding district office before 
operating any aircraft complying with this 
AD through an AMOC. 


(g) Additional Information 


(1) Bell Alert Service Bulletin No. 206L— 
05-134, Revision A, dated April 9, 2007, 
which is not incorporated by reference, 
contains additional information about the 
subject of this AD. For service information 
identified in this AD, contact Bell Helicopter 
Textron Canada Limited, 12,800 Rue de 
]’Avenir, Mirabel, Quebec J7J1R4; telephone 
(450) 437-2862 or (800) 363-8023; fax (450) 
433-0272; or at http:// 
www.bellcustomer.com/files/. You may 
review a copy of the service information at 


the FAA, Office of the Regional Counsel, 
Southwest Region, 2601 Meacham Blvd., 
Room 663, Fort Worth, Texas 76137. 

(2) The subject of this AD is addressed in 
Transport Canada Civil Aviation (TCCA) AD 
No. CF—2005—28R1, dated June 14, 2007. You 
may view the TCCA AD at http:// 
www.regulations.gov in Docket No. FAA— 
2013-0489. 


(h) Subject 

Joint Aircraft Service Component (JASC) 
Code: 7250, Turbine Section. 

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on September 
17, 2014. 
Kim Smith, 


Directorate Manager, Rotorcraft Directorate, 
Aircraft Certification Service. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23582 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Aviation Administration 


14 CFR Part 39 


[Docket No. FAA-2014—0758; Directorate 
Identifier 2013-SW-062-AD] 


RIN 2120-AA64 


Airworthiness Directives; Kaman 
Aerospace Corporation (Kaman) 
Helicopters 


AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 


ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking 
(NPRM). 





SUMMARY: We propose to adopt a new 
airworthiness directive (AD) for Kaman 
Model K-—1200 helicopters with certain 
main rotor blades (MRB) installed. This 
proposed AD would require inspecting 
each MRB for a crack or damage. This 
proposed AD is prompted by a report 
that a crack was found on an MRB 
during a tear-down inspection. The 
proposed actions are intended to detect 
a crack in the MRB, which could lead 
to failure of the MRB and subsequent 
loss of control of the helicopter. 

DATES: We must receive comments on 
this proposed AD by December 2, 2014. 
ADDRESSES: You may send comments by 
any of the following methods: 

e Federal eRulemaking Docket: Go to 
http://www.regulations.gov. Follow the 
online instructions for sending your 
comments electronically. 

e Fax: 202-493-2251. 

e Mail: Send comments to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Docket 
Operations, M—30, West Building 
Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 1200 
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, 
DC 20590-0001. 

e Hand Delivery: Deliver to the 
“Mail” address between 9 a.m. and 5 


p-m., Monday through Friday, except 
Federal holidays. 


Examining the AD Docket 


You may examine the AD docket on 
the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov or in person at the 
Docket Operations Office between 9 
a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, except Federal holidays. The AD 
docket contains this proposed AD, the 
economic evaluation, any comments 
received, and other information. The 
street address for the Docket Operations 
Office (telephone 800-647-5527) is in 
the ADDRESSES section. Comments will 
be available in the AD docket shortly 
after receipt. 

For service information identified in 
this proposed AD, contact Kaman 
Aerospace Corporation, Old Windsor 
Rd., P.O. Box 2, Bloomfield, CT 06002— 
0002; telephone (860) 242-4461; fax 
(860) 243-7047; or at http:// 
www.kamanaero.com. You may review 
a copy of the referenced service 
information at the FAA, Office of the 
Regional Counsel, Southwest Region, 
2601 Meacham Blvd., Room 663, Fort 
Worth Texas 76137. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Nicholas Faust, Aviation Safety 
Engineer, Boston Aircraft Certification 
Office, Engine & Propeller Directorate, 
12 New England Executive Park, 
Burlington, Massachusetts 01803; 
telephone (781) 238-7763; email 
nicholas.faust@faa.gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Comments Invited 


We invite you to participate in this 
rulemaking by submitting written 
comments, data, or views. We also 
invite comments relating to the 
economic, environmental, energy, or 
federalism impacts that might result 
from adopting the proposals in this 
document. The most helpful comments 
reference a specific portion of the 
proposal, explain the reason for any 
recommended change, and include 
supporting data. To ensure the docket 
does not contain duplicate comments, 
commenters should send only one copy 
of written comments, or if comments are 
filed electronically, commenters should 
submit only one time. 

We will file in the docket all 
comments that we receive, as well as a 
report summarizing each substantive 
public contact with FAA personnel 
concerning this proposed rulemaking. 
Before acting on this proposal, we will 
consider all comments we receive on or 
before the closing date for comments. 
We will consider comments filed after 
the comment period has closed if it is 
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possible to do so without incurring 
expense or delay. We may change this 
proposal in light of the comments we 
receive. 


Discussion 


We are proposing to adopt a new AD 
for Kaman Model K—1200 helicopters 
with an MRB, part number (P/N) 
K911001-—009, K911001—010, K911001-— 
109, or K911001-110, installed. We 
received reports that during x-ray and 
teardown inspections with the MRB 
removed from the helicopter, cracks are 
being found in the MRB spar. To detect 
this unsafe condition, we are proposing 
requiring repetitive x-ray and visual 
inspections of the MRB for a crack, 
wood split, void, or delamination at 
intervals not exceeding 1,000 hours 
time-in-service (TIS). If there is a crack, 
wood split, void, or delamination, the 
proposed AD would require repairing or 
replacing the MRB before further flight. 
The proposed AD would also require 
that any inspection or repair procedure 
performed in compliance with this AD 
receive prior approval from the Boston 
Aircraft Certification Office. The 
proposed actions are intended to detect 
a crack in the MRB, which could lead 
to failure of the MRB and subsequent 
loss of control of the helicopter. 


FAA’s Determination 


We are proposing this AD because we 
evaluated all known relevant 
information and determined that an 
unsafe condition exists and is likely to 
exist or develop on other products of 
these same type designs. 


Related Service Information 


We reviewed Kaman Maintenance 
Manual 04—00-—00, Continued 
Airworthiness, Revision 31, dated 
August 1, 2013, which establishes the 
airworthiness limitations for the Model 
K-1200 helicopter. The airworthiness 
limitations establish an MRB life limit 
of 8,000 hours TIS and also establish a 
recurring 1,000 hour Rotor Blade Spar 
Inspection for each MRB with 3,000 or 
more hours TIS. 

We also reviewed Kaman 
Maintenance Manual 05-20-06, 1,000 
Hour Rotor Blade Spar Inspection, 
Revision 31, dated August 1, 2013, 
which specifies returning each MRB to 
Kaman every 1,000 hours for inspection 
after the MRB accumulates 3,000 hours 
TIS. 


Proposed AD Requirements 


This proposed AD would require 
performing repetitive X-Ray and visual 
inspections of each wooden MRB for a 
crack, wood split, void, or delamination 
at intervals not exceeding 1,000 hours 





TIS. If there is a crack, wood split, void, 
or delamination, the proposed AD 
would require repairing or replacing the 
MRB before further flight. The 
inspections and repairs required by the 
proposed AD would be accomplished by 
a method approved by the Manager of 
the Boston Aircraft Certification Office. 


Costs of Compliance 


We estimate that this proposed AD 
would affect 11 helicopters of U.S. 
Registry. 

We estimate that operators may incur 
the following costs in order to comply 
with this proposed AD. At an average 
labor cost of $85 per hour, inspecting 
each matched pair of main rotor blades 
would require about 160 work-hours 
and required parts would cost about 
$2,000, for a cost per MRB set of 
$15,600 and a cost per helicopter of 
$31,200 per inspection cycle. If 
required, repairing a cracked MRB 
would require about 335 work-hours 
and required parts would cost about 
$15,000, for a cost per MRB of $43,475. 
If required, replacing a MRB set would 
require about 4 work-hours, and 
required parts would cost about 
$495,000, for a cost per helicopter of 
$495,340. 


Authority for This Rulemaking 


Title 49 of the United States Code 
specifies the FAA’s authority to issue 
rules on aviation safety. Subtitle I, 
section 106, describes the authority of 
the FAA Administrator. ‘‘Subtitle VII: 
Aviation Programs,” describes in more 
detail the scope of the Agency’s 
authority. 

We are issuing this rulemaking under 
the authority described in “Subtitle VII, 
Part A, Subpart III, Section 44701: 
General requirements.” Under that 
section, Congress charges the FAA with 
promoting safe flight of civil aircraft in 
air commerce by prescribing regulations 
for practices, methods, and procedures 
the Administrator finds necessary for 
safety in air commerce. This regulation 
is within the scope of that authority 
because it addresses an unsafe condition 
that is likely to exist or develop on 
products identified in this rulemaking 
action. 

Regulatory Findings 

We determined that this proposed AD 
would not have federalism implications 
under Executive Order 13132. This 
proposed AD would not have a 
substantial direct effect on the States, on 
the relationship between the national 
Government and the States, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. 


For the reasons discussed, I certify 
this proposed regulation: 

1. Is not a “significant regulatory 
action” under Executive Order 12866; 

2. Is not a ‘‘significant rule’ under the 
DOT Regulatory Policies and Procedures 
(44 FR 11034, February 26, 1979); 

3. Will not affect intrastate aviation in 
Alaska to the extent that it justifies 
making a regulatory distinction; and 

4, Will not have a significant 
economic impact, positive or negative, 
on a substantial number of small entities 
under the criteria of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act. 

We prepared an economic evaluation 
of the estimated costs to comply with 
this proposed AD and placed it in the 
AD docket. 


List of Subjects in 14 CFR Part 39 


Air transportation, Aircraft, Aviation 
safety, Incorporation by Reference, 
Safety. 


The Proposed Amendment 


Accordingly, under the authority 
delegated to me by the Administrator, 
the FAA proposes to amend 14 CFR part 
39 as follows: 


PART 39—AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 


w 1. The authority citation for part 39 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 49 U.S.C. 106(g), 40113, 44701. 


§39.13 [Amended] 

mw 2. Amend § 39.13 by adding the 
following new airworthiness directive 
(AD): 

Kaman Aerospace Corporation Helicopters: 


Docket No. FAA—2014—0758; Directorate 
Identifier 2013—SW-062-—AD. 
(a) Applicability 
This AD applies to Kaman Aerospace 
Incorporated (Kaman) Model K-1200 
helicopters with a main rotor blade (MRB) 
part number K911001—009, K911001-010, 
K911001-109, or K911001-—110 installed, 
certificated in any category. 


(b) Unsafe Condition 


This AD defines the unsafe condition as a 
crack in an MRB, which could lead to failure 
of the MRB and subsequent loss of control of 
the helicopter. 


(c) Comments Due Date 

We must receive comments by December 2, 
2014. 
(d) Compliance 


You are responsible for performing each 
action required by this AD within the 
specified compliance time unless it has 
already been accomplished prior to that time. 


(e) Required Actions 


(1) Before the MRB reaches 3,000 hours 
time-in-service (TIS) or within 50 hours TIS, 
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whichever occurs later, and thereafter at 
intervals not exceeding 1,000 hours TIS: 

(i) X-Ray inspect each MRB between 
station (STA) 30 and 289 for a crack, a wood 
split, a void, and delamination. 

(ii) Using a 10x or higher power 
magnifying glass, inspect each spar plank 
between STA 33 and STA 78 for a wood split 
or a crack, and inspect each spar plank to 
plank glueline for a void or delamination. 

(2) If there is a crack, wood split, void, or 
delamination within maximum repair 
damage limits in an MRB, before further 
flight, repair the MRB. If there is a crack, 
wood split, void, or delamination exceeding 
maximum repair damage limits in an MRB, 
before further flight, replace the MRB with an 
airworthy MRB. 

(3) Each inspection and repair procedure 
required for compliance with Paragraphs 
(e)(1) and (e)(2) of this AD must be 
accomplished by a method approved by the 
Manager, Boston Aircraft Certification Office 
(ACO). For a repair method to be approved 
by the Manager, Boston ACO, as required by 
this AD, the Manager’s approval letter must 
specifically refer to this AD. 


(f) Alternative Methods of Compliance 
(AMOC) 

(1) The Manager, Boston ACO, FAA, may 
approve AMOCs for this AD. Send your 
proposal to: Nicholas Faust, Aviation Safety 
Engineer, Boston Aircraft Certification Office, 
Engine & Propeller Directorate, 12 New 
England Executive Park, Burlington, 
Massachusetts 01803; telephone (781) 238-— 
7763; email nicholas.faust@faa.gov. 

(2) For operations conducted under a 14 
CFR part 119 operating certificate or under 
14 CFR part 91, subpart K, we suggest that 
you notify your principal inspector, or 
lacking a principal inspector, the manager of 
the local flight standards district office or 
certificate holding district office before 
operating any aircraft complying with this 
AD through an AMOC. 


(g) Additional Information 


Kaman Aerospace Corporation 
Maintenance Manual 04-00-00, Continued 
Airworthiness, Revision 31, dated August 1, 
2013, and Kaman Aerospace Corporation 
Maintenance Manual 05-20-06, 1,000 Hour 
Rotor Blade Spar Inspection, Revision 31, 
dated August 1, 2013, which are not 
incorporated by reference, contain additional 
information about the subject of this AD. You 
may review a copy of this information at the 
FAA, Office of the Regional Counsel, 
Southwest Region, 2601 Meacham Blvd., 
Room 663, Fort Worth Texas 76137. For 
information on the availability of this 
material at the FAA, call (817) 222-5110. 


(h) Subject 

Joint Aircraft Service Component (JASC) 
Code: 6210: Main Rotor MRB. 

Issued in Fort Worth, Texas, on September 
17, 2014. 
Kim Smith, 


Directorate Manager, Rotorcraft Directorate, 
Aircraft Certification Service. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23588 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 
21 CFR Part 179 


[Docket No. FDA-2014—-F-1370] 


Casa de Mesquite LLC; Filing of Food 
Additive Petition 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration, 
HHS. 


ACTION: Notice of petition. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA or we) is 
announcing that we have filed a 
petition, submitted by Casa de Mesquite 
LLC, proposing that the food additive 
regulations be amended to provide for 
the safe use of ionizing radiation to treat 
mesquite bean flour. 


DATES: The food additive petition was 
filed on August 11, 2014. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Teresa A. Croce, Center for Food Safety 
and Applied Nutrition (HFS—265), Food 
and Drug Administration, 5100 Paint 
Branch Pkwy., College Park, MD 20740- 
3835, 240-402-1281. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(section 409(b)(5) (21 U.S.C. 348(b)(5))), 
we are giving notice that we have filed 
a food additive petition (FAP 4M4807), 
submitted by Casa de Mesquite LLC, 
10021 Pacheco Pass Hwy., Hollister, CA 
95023. The petition proposes to amend 
the food additive regulations in § 179.26 
(21 CFR 179.26), Ionizing radiation for 
the treatment of food, to provide for the 
safe use of ionizing radiation to reduce 
the levels of food-borne pathogens in 
mesquite bean flour. 


We have determined under 21 CFR 
25.32(j) that this action is of a type that 
does not individually or cumulatively 
have a significant effect on the human 
environment. Therefore, neither an 
environmental assessment nor an 
environmental impact statement is 
required. 


Dated: September 29, 2014. 


Dennis M. Keefe, 

Director, Office of Food Additive Safety, 
Center for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23597 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4164-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


31 CFR Part 1 
RIN 1505-AC43 


Privacy Act, Implementation 


AGENCY: Departmental Offices, Treasury. 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 


SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, 
as amended, 5 U.S.C. 552a, the 
Department of the Treasury gives notice 
of a proposed amendment to update its 
Privacy Act regulations, and to add an 
exemption from certain provisions of 
the Privacy Act for a system of records 
related to the Office of Intelligence and 
Analysis. 

DATES: Comments must be received no 
later than November 3, 2014. 


ADDRESSES: Written comments should 
be sent to the Director Intelligence 
Information Systems, Office of 
Intelligence and Analysis, Department 
of the Treasury, 1500 Pennsylvania Ave. 
NW., Washington, DC 20220. The 
Department will make such comments 
available for public inspection and 
copying in the Department’s Library, 
Room 1020, Annex Building, 1500 
Pennsylvania Ave. NW., Washington, 
DC 20220, on official business days 
between the hours of 10 a.m. and 5 p.m. 
Eastern Standard Time. You must make 
an appointment to inspect comments by 
telephoning (202) 622-0990 (not a toll 
free number). You may also submit 
comments through the Federal 
rulemaking portal at http:// 
www.regulations.gov (follow the 
instructions for submitting comments). 
All comments, including attachments 
and other supporting materials, received 
are part of the public record and subject 
to public disclosure. You should submit 
only information that you wish to make 
available publicly. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Director Intelligence Information 
Systems, Office of Intelligence and 
Analysis, Department of the Treasury, at 
(202) 622-1826, facsimile (202) 622- 
1829, or email OJAExec@treasury.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department is establishing ‘““Treasury/ 
DO. 411—Intelligence Enterprise Files,” 
maintained by the Office of Intelligence 
and Analysis. 

Under 5 U.S.C. 552a(k)(1), the head of 
an agency may promulgate rules to 
exempt a system of records from certain 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552a if the system 
of records is subject to the provisions of 
5 U.S.C. 552(b)(1), which regards 
matters specifically authorized under 
criteria established by an Executive 


59700 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Proposed Rules 





order to be kept secret in the interest of 
national defense or foreign policy and 
are in fact properly classified pursuant 
to such Executive order. 

To the extent that records in this 
system of records contain information 
subject to the provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
552(b)(1), the Department of the 
Treasury proposes to exempt those 
records from the following provisions of 
the Privacy Act pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552a(k)(1): 

(1) From subsection 5 U.S.C. 
552a(c)(3) (Accounting for Disclosures) 
because release of the accounting of 
disclosures of the records in this system 
could alert individuals whether they 
have been identified as a national 
security threat or the subject of an 
investigation related to the national 
security interests of the United States, 
including threats to the national 
security, foreign policy, or economy of 
the United States, to the existence of the 
investigation and reveal investigative 
interest on the part of the Department of 
the Treasury as well as the recipient 
agency. Disclosure of the accounting 
would present a serious impediment to 
efforts to protect national security 
interests by giving individuals an 
opportunity to learn whether they have 
been identified as suspects or subjects of 
a national security-related investigation. 
As further described in the following 
paragraph, access to such knowledge 
would impair the Department’s ability 
to carry out its mission, since 
individuals could: 

(i) Take steps to avoid detection; 

(ii) Inform associates that an 
investigation is in progress; 

(iii) Learn the nature of the 
investigation; 

(iv) Learn the scope of the 
investigation; 

(v) Begin, continue, or resume 
conduct that may pose a threat to 
national security upon inferring they 
may not be part of an investigation 
because their records were not 
disclosed; or 

(vi) Destroy information relevant to 
the national security investigation. 

(2) From subsection 5 U.S.C. 
552a(d)(1), (d)(2), (d)(3), and (d)(4), 
(Access to Records) because access to a 
portion of the records contained in this 
system of records could inform 
individuals whether they have been 
identified as a national security threat or 
the subject of an investigation related to 
the national security interests of the 
United States, including threats to the 
national security, foreign policy, or 
economy of the United States, to the 
existence of the investigation and reveal 
investigative interest on the part of the 
Department of the Treasury or another 


agency. Access to the records would 
present a serious impediment to efforts 
to protect national security interests by 
permitting the individual who is the 
subject of a record to learn whether they 
have been identified as suspects or 
subjects of a national security-related 
investigation. Access to such knowledge 
would impair the Department's ability 
to carry out its mission, since 
individuals could take steps to impede 
the investigation and avoid detection or 
apprehension, including the steps 
described in paragraph (1)(i)—(vi) of this 
section. Amendment of the records 
would interfere with ongoing 
investigations and law enforcement 
activities and impose an impossible 
administrative burden by requiring 
investigations to be continuously 
reinvestigated. The information 
contained in the system may also 
include classified information, the 
release of which would pose a threat to 
the national security, foreign policy, or 
economy of the United States. In 
addition, permitting access and 
amendment to such information could 
disclose sensitive security information 
that could be detrimental to the 
Department of the Treasury. 

3) From subsection 5 U.S.C. 
552a(e)(1), (Relevance and Necessity of 
Information) because in the course of its 
operations, OIA must be able to review 
information from a variety of sources. 
What information is relevant and 
necessary may not always be apparent 
until after the evaluation is completed. 
In the interests of national security, it is 
appropriate to include a broad range of 
information that may aid in identifying 
and assessing the nature and scope of 
terrorist or other threats to the United 
States. Additionally, investigations into 
potential violations of federal law, the 
accuracy of information obtained or 
introduced, occasionally may be unclear 
or the information may not be strictly 
relevant or necessary to a specific 
investigation. In the interests of effective 
enforcement of federal laws, it is 
appropriate to retain all information that 
may aid in establishing patterns of 
suspicious or unlawful activity. 

(4) From subsection 5 U.S.C. 
552a(e)(4)(G), (H), and (I) (Agency 
Requirements), and 5 U.S.C. 552a(f), 
because portions of this system are 
exempt from the access and amendment 
provisions of subsection (d). The reason 
for invoking the exemption is to protect 
material authorized to be kept secret in 
the interest of national security, which 
includes threats to the national security, 
foreign policy, or economy of the United 
States, pursuant to Executive Orders 
12968, 13526, successor or prior 
Executive Orders, and other legal 


authorities relevant to the intelligence 
responsibilities of the Department of the 
Treasury. 

The Department of the Treasury will 
publish separately in the Federal 
Register a notice of a proposed system 
of records related to the records 
maintained by OIA entitled “‘Treasury/ 
DO. 411—Intelligence Enterprise Files.” 

As required by Executive Order 
12866, it has been determined that this 
rule is not a significant regulatory 
action, and therefore, does not require a 
regulatory impact analysis. Pursuant to 
the requirements of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (RFA), 5 U.S.C. 601-612, 
it is hereby certified that this rule will 
not have significant economic impact on 
a substantial number of small entities. 
The term ‘“‘small entity” is defined to 
have the same meaning as the terms 
‘small business,” “small organization,” 
and ‘‘small governmental jurisdiction”’ 
as defined in the RFA. 

The proposed regulation, issued 
under section 552a(k) of the Privacy 
Act, is to exempt certain information 
maintained by the Department in the 
above system of records from 
notification, access, and amendment of 
a record by individuals. Inasmuch as the 
Privacy Act rights are personal, small 
entities, as defined in the RFA, are not 
provided rights under the Privacy Act 
and are outside the scope of this 
regulation. 


List of Subjects in 31 CFR Part 1 
Privacy. 
Part 1, subpart C of title 31 of the 


Code of Federal Regulations is proposed 
to be amended as follows: 


PART 1—[AMENDED] 


g 1. The authority citation for part 1 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 5 U.S.C. 301 and 31 U.S.C. 321. 
Subpart A also issued under 5 U.S.C. 552, as 
amended. Subpart C also issued under 5 
WS.C..552a. 

w 2. Section 1.36 is amended in 

paragraph (e)(1)(i) by adding an entry 
for “DO .411—Intelligence Enterprise 
Files” to the table in numerical order. 


§ 1.36 Systems exempt in whole or in part 
from provisions of 5 U.S.C. 522a and this 
part. 


* *x * * * 


Number System name 


* * * * * 


DO .411 Intelligence Enterprise Files. 
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Dated: September 11, 2014. 
Helen Goff Foster, 


Deputy Assistant Secretary for Privacy, 
Transparency, and Records. 


{FR Doc. 2014-23012 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am} 
BILLING CODE 4810-25-P 


DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 


Coast Guard 


33 CFR Part 165 
[Docket Number USCG-2014-0834] 
RIN 1625—-AA00 


Safety Zone, Chesapeake Bay; Cape 
Charles, VA 


AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 





SUMMARY: The Coast Guard proposes to 
establish a safety zone on the navigable 
waters of the Chesapeake Bay in the 
vicinity of Bayshore Road in the Cape 
Charles Harbor, Cape Charles, VA. This 
proposed safety zone would restrict 
vessel movement in the specified area 
during the Town of Cape Charles New 
Years Eve fireworks display between 10 
p.m. and 10:30 p.m. on December 31, 
2014. This action is necessary to 
provide for the safety of life and 
property on the surrounding navigable 
waters during the fireworks displays. 
DATES: Comments and related material 
must be received by the Coast Guard on 
or before November 3, 2014. 


ADDRESSES: You may submit comments 
identified by docket number using any 
one of the following methods: 

(1) Federal eRulemaking Portal: 
http://www.regulations.gov. 

(2) Fax: 202-493-2251. 

(3) Mail or Delivery: Docket 
Management Facility (M—30), U.S. 
Department of Transportation, West 
Building Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., 
Washington, DC 20590-0001. Deliveries 
accepted between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, except federal 
holidays. The telephone number is 202— 
366-9329. 

See the ‘‘Public Participation and 
Request for Comments”’ portion of the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section 
below for further instructions on 
submitting comments. To avoid 
duplication, please use only one of 
these three methods. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: If 
you have questions on this rule, call or 
email LCDR Gregory Knoll, Waterways 
Management Division Chief, Sector 


Hampton Roads, Coast Guard; telephone 
(757) 668-5580, email 
HamptonRoadsWaterway@uscg.mil. If 
you have questions on viewing or 
submitting material to the docket, call 
Chery] Collins, Program Manager, 
Docket Operations, telephone (202) 
366-9826. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Table of Acronyms 


DHS Department of Homeland Security 
FR Federal Register 
NPRM _ Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 


A. Public Participation and Request for 
Comments 


We encourage you to participate in 
this rulemaking by submitting 
comments and related materials. All 
comments received will be posted 
without change to http:// 
www.regulations.gov and will include 
any personal information you have 
provided. 


1. Submitting Comments 


If you submit a comment, please 
include the docket number for this 
rulemaking, indicate the specific section 
of this document to which each 
comment applies, and provide a reason 
for each suggestion or recommendation. 
You may submit your comments and 
material online at http:// 
www.regulations.gov, or by fax, mail, or 
hand delivery, but please use only one 
of these means. If you submit a 
comment online, it will be considered 
received by the Coast Guard when you 
successfully transmit the comment. If 
you fax, hand deliver, or mail your 
comment, it will be considered as 
having been received by the Coast 
Guard when it is received at the Docket 
Management Facility. We recommend 
that you include your name and a 
mailing address, an email address, or a 
telephone number in the body of your 
document so that we can contact you if 
we have questions regarding your 
submission. 

To submit your comment online, go to 
www.regulations.gov, type the docket 
number [USCG—2014—0834] in the 
“SEARCH” box and click “SEARCH.” 
Click on ‘Submit a Comment” on the 
line associated with this rulemaking. 

If you submit your comments by mail 
or hand delivery, submit them in an 
unbound format, no larger than 87/2 by 
11 inches, suitable for copying and 
electronic filing. If you submit 
comments by mail and would like to 
know that they reached the Facility, 
please enclose a stamped, self-addressed 
postcard or envelope. We will consider 
all comments and material received 
during the comment period and may 


change the rule based on your 
comments. 


2. Viewing Comments and Documents 


To view comments, as well as 
documents mentioned in this preamble 
as being available in the docket, go to 
http://www.regulations.gov, type the 
docket number |[USCG—2014—0834] in 
the “SEARCH” box and click 
“SEARCH.” Click on Open Docket 
Folder on the line associated with this 
rulemaking. You may also visit the 
Docket Management Facility in Room 
W12-140 on the ground floor of the 
Department of Transportation West 
Building, 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., 
Washington, DC 20590, between 9 a.m. 
and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, 
except Federal holidays. 


3. Privacy Act 


Anyone can search the electronic 
form of comments received into any of 
our dockets by the name of the 
individual submitting the comment (or 
signing the comment, if submitted on 
behalf of an association, business, labor 
union, etc.). You may review a Privacy 
Act notice regarding our public dockets 
in the January 17, 2008, issue of the 
Federal Register (73 FR 3316). 


4. Public Meeting 


We do not now plan to hold a public 
meeting. However, you may submit a 
request for one at least 15 days prior to 
the end of the comment period specified 
in DATES, using one of the methods 
specified under ADDRESSES. Please 
explain why you believe a public 
meeting would be beneficial. If we 
determine that a public meeting would 
aid this rulemaking, we will hold one at 
a time and place announced by a later 
notice in the Federal Register. 


B. Regulatory History and Information 


The town of Cape Charles has not 
held a fireworks show for the New Year 
in the past. This same location is used 
for other fireworks displays during the 
year that are already in 33 CFR 165.506. 


C. Basis and Purpose 


The legal basis for the rule is the 
Coast Guard’s authority to establish 
regulated navigation areas and other 
limited access areas: 33 U.S.C. 1231; 46 
U.S.C. Chapter 701, 3306, 3703; 50 
U.S.C. 191, 195; 33 CFR 1.05—1, 6.04—1, 
6.04—6, 160.5; Public Law 107-295, 116 
Stat. 2064; Department of Homeland 
Security Delegation No. 0170.1. 

Spectator vessels may gather nearby 
to view the fireworks display. Due to the 
need for vessel control during the 
fireworks display, vessel traffic will be 
temporarily restricted to provide for the 
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safety of participants, spectators and 
transiting vessels. Under provisions of 
33 CFR 165.506, during the enforcement 
period, vessels may not enter the 
regulated area unless they receive 
permission from the Coast Guard Patrol 
Commander. 


D. Discussion of the Proposed Rule 


The Captain of the Port of Hampton 
Roads proposes to establish a safety 
zone on specified waters of the 
Chesapeake Bay within a 700 foot radius 
of the position: 37°-15’—47” N /0 076°— 
01’-29” W (NAD 1983), in the vicinity 
of Bayshore Road in the Cape Charles 
Harbor, Cape Charles, Virginia. This 
safety zone will be enforced on 
December 31, 2014 between the hours of 
10 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. Access to the 
safety zone will be restricted during the 
specified date and time. 

Except for vessels authorized by the 
Captain of the Port or his 
Representative, no person or vessel may 
enter or remain in the safety zone 
during the time frame listed. The 
Captain of the Port will give notice of 
the enforcement of the safety zone by all 
appropriate means to provide the widest 
dissemination of notice among the 
affected segments of the public. This 
will include publication in the Local 
Notice to Mariners and Marine 
Information Broadcasts. 


E. Regulatory Analyses 


We developed this proposed rule after 
considering numerous statutes and 
executive orders related to rulemaking. 
Below we summarize our analyses 
based on these statutes and executive 
orders. 


1. Regulatory Planning and Review 


This proposed rule is not a significant 
regulatory action under section 3(f) of 
Executive Order 12866, Regulatory 
Planning and Review, as supplemented 
by Executive Order 13563, Improving 
Regulation and Regulatory Review, and 
does not require an assessment of 
potential costs and benefits under 
section 6(a)(3) of Executive Order 12866 
or under section 1 of Executive Order 
13563. The Office of Management and 
Budget has not reviewed it under those 
Orders. The primary impact of these 
regulations will be on vessels wishing to 
transit the affected waterways during 
the safety zone on the Chesapeake Bay 
in the vicinity of Bayshore Road in the 
Cape Charles Harbor, Cape Charles, VA 
from 10 p.m. until 10:30 p.m. on 
December 31, 2014. Although these 
regulations prevent traffic from 
transiting a portion of the Chesapeake 
Bay during this event, that restriction is 
limited in duration, affects only a 


limited area, and will be well publicized 
to allow mariners to make alternative 
plans for transiting the affected area. 


2. Impact on Small Entities 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980 
(RFA), 5 U.S.C. 601-612, as amended, 
requires federal agencies to consider the 
potential impact of regulations on small 
entities during rulemaking. The term 
‘‘small entities’’ comprises small 
businesses, not-for-profit organizations 
that are independently owned and 
operated and are not dominant in their 
fields, and governmental jurisdictions 
with populations of less than 50,000. 
The Coast Guard certifies under 5 U.S.C. 
605(b) that this proposed rule will not 
have a significant economic impact on 
a substantial number of small entities. 


This proposed rule will affect the 
following entities, some of which might 
be small entities: The owners or 
operators of vessels intending to transit 
or anchor in waters of the Chesapeake 
Bay during the outlined timeframe. 


This safety zone will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities for 
the following reasons: (i) The safety 
zone will only be in place for a limited 
duration, and (ii) before the enforcement 
period, maritime advisories will be 
issued allowing mariners to adjust their 
plans accordingly. 


3. Assistance for Small Entities 


Under section 213(a) of the Small 
Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-121), 
we want to assist small entities in 
understanding this proposed rule. If the 
rule would affect your small business, 
organization, or governmental 
jurisdiction and you have questions 
concerning its provisions or options for 
compliance, please contact the person 
listed in the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT, above. 


Small businesses may send comments 
on the actions of Federal employees 
who enforce, or otherwise determine 
compliance with, Federal regulations to 
the Small Business and Agriculture 
Regulatory Enforcement Ombudsman 
and the Regional Small Business 
Regulatory Fairness Boards. The 
Ombudsman evaluates these actions 
annually and rates each agency’s 
responsiveness to small business. If you 
wish to comment on actions by 
employees of the Coast Guard, call 1- 
888—REG-FAIR (1-888-734-3247). The 
Coast Guard will not retaliate against 
small entities that question or complain 
about this rule or any policy or action 
of the Coast Guard. 


4. Collection of Information 


This proposed rule will not call for a 
new collection of information under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501-3520). 


5. Federalism 


A rule has implications for federalism 
under Executive Order 13132, 
Federalism, if it has a substantial direct 
effect on the States, on the relationship 
between the national government and 
the States, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities among the 
various levels of government. We have 
analyzed this proposed rule under that 
Order and determined that this rule 
does not have implications for 
federalism. 


6. Protest Activities 


The Coast Guard respects the First 
Amendment rights of protesters. 
Protesters are asked to contact the 
person listed in the FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT section to 
coordinate protest activities so that your 
message can be received without 
jeopardizing the safety or security of 
people, places or vessels. 


7. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 


The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531-1538) requires 
Federal agencies to assess the effects of 
their discretionary regulatory actions. In 
particular, the Act addresses actions 
that may result in the expenditure by a 
State, local, or tribal government, in the 
aggregate, or by the private sector of 
$100,000,000 (adjusted for inflation) or 
more in any one year. Though this 
proposed rule will not result in such an 
expenditure, we do discuss the effects of 
this rule elsewhere in this preamble. 


8. Taking of Private Property 


This proposed rule will not cause a 
taking of private property or otherwise 
have taking implications under 
Executive Order 12630, Governmental 
Actions and Interference with 
Constitutionally Protected Property 
Rights. 

9. Civil Justice Reform 

This proposed rule meets applicable 
standards in sections 3(a) and 3(b)(2) of 
Executive Order 12988, Civil Justice 
Reform, to minimize litigation, 
eliminate ambiguity, and reduce 
burden. 


10. Protection of Children 


We have analyzed this proposed rule 
under Executive Order 13045, 
Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks. This rule is not an economically 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Proposed Rules 


59703 








significant rule and does not create an 
environmental risk to health or risk to 
safety that may disproportionately affect 
children. 


11. Indian Tribal Governments 


This proposed rule does not have 
tribal implications under Executive 
Order 13175, Consultation and 
Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments, because it does not have 
a substantial direct effect on one or 
more Indian tribes, on the relationship 
between the Federal Government and 
Indian tribes, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities between the 
Federal Government and Indian tribes. 


12. Energy Effects 


This proposed rule is not a 
“significant energy action” under 
Executive Order 13211, Actions 
Concerning Regulations That 
Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or Use. 


13. Technical Standards 


This proposed rule does not use 
technical standards. Therefore, we did 
not consider the use of voluntary 
consensus standards. 


14. Environment 


We have analyzed this proposed rule 
under Department of Homeland 
Security Management Directive 023-01 
and Commandant Instruction 
M16475.1D, which guide the Coast 
Guard in complying with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4370f), and 
have determined that this action is one 
of a category of actions that do not 
individually or cumulatively have a 
significant effect on the human 
environment. This proposed rule 
involves the establishment of a safety 
zone. This proposed rule is categorically 
excluded from further review under 
paragraph 34~g of Figure 2-1 of the 
Commandant Instruction. An 
environmental analysis checklist 
supporting this determination and a 
Categorical Exclusion Determination are 
available in the docket where indicated 
under ADDRESSES. We seek any 
comments or information that may lead 
to the discovery of a significant 
environmental impact from this rule. 


List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165 


Harbors, Marine safety, Navigation 
(water), Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Security measures, 
Waterways. 

For the reasons discussed in the 


preamble, the Coast Guard proposes to 
amend 33 CFR part 165 as follows: 


PART 165—REGULATED NAVIGATION 
AREAS AND LIMITED ACCESS AREAS 


w 1. The authority citation for part 165 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 33 U.S.C. 1231; 46 U.S.C. 
Chapter 701, 3306, 3703; 50 U.S.C. 191, 195; 
33 CFR 1.05-1, 6.04—1, 6.04—6, and 160.5; 
Pub. L. 107-295, 116 Stat. 2064; Department 
of Homeland Security Delegation No. 0170.1. 
mw 2. Add § 165.T05—0834 to read as 
follows: 


§ 165.T05-0834 Safety Zone, Chesapeake 
Bay; Cape Charles, VA. 

(a) Definitions. For the purposes of 
this section, Captain of the Port means 
the Commander, Sector Hampton Roads. 

Representative means any Coast 
Guard commissioned, warrant or petty 
officer who has been authorized to act 
on the behalf of the Captain of the Port 

(b) Location. The following area is a 
proposed safety zone: Specified waters 
of the Captain of the Port Sector 
Hampton Roads zone, as defined in 33 
CFR 3.25-10, in the Chesapeake Bay in 
the vicinity of Bayshore Road in the 
Cape Charles Bay, Cape Charles, VA all 
waters within a 700 foot radius of 37°— 
15’-47” N/076°—01’—29” W (NAD 1983). 

(c) Regulations. 

(1) In accordance with the general 
regulations in 165.23 of this part, entry 
into this zone is prohibited unless 
authorized by the Captain of the Port, 
Hampton Roads or his designated 
representatives. 

(2) The operator of any vessel in the 
immediate vicinity of this safety zone 
shall: 

(i) Contact on scene contracting 
vessels via VHF channel 13 and 16 for 
passage instructions. 

(ii) If on scene proceed as directed by 
any commissioned, warrant or petty 
officer on shore or on board a vessel that 
is displaying a U.S. Coast Guard Ensign. 

(3) The Captain of the Port, Hampton 
Roads can be reached through the Sector 
Duty Officer at Sector Hampton Roads 
in Portsmouth, Virginia at telephone 
number (757) 668-5555. 

(4) The Coast Guard Representatives 
enforcing the safety zone can be 
contacted on VHF-FM marine band 
radio channel 13 (165.65Mhz) and 
channel 16 (156.8 Mhz). 

(d) Enforcement Period: This section 
will be enforced from 10 p.m. until 
10:30 p.m. on December 31, 2014. 

Dated: September 16, 2014. 

Christopher S. Keane, 

Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of the 
Port Hampton Roads. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23650 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 9110-04-P 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


40 CFR Parts 52 and 81 


[EPA-R03—OAR-201 4—0387; FRL-9917-40- 
Region 3] 


Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; 
Maryland; Redesignation Request and 
Associated Maintenance Plan for the 
Baltimore, Maryland Nonattainment 
Area for the 1997 Annual Fine 
Particulate Matter Standard 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Proposed rule. 





SUMMARY: The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is proposing to approve 
the State of Maryland’s request to 
redesignate to attainment the Baltimore, 
Maryland Nonattainment Area 
(Baltimore Area or Area) for the 1997 
annual fine particulate matter (PM2 5) 
national ambient air quality standard 
(NAAQS). The EPA has determined that 
the Baltimore Area attained the standard 
and is proposing to determine that it 
continues to attain the standard. In 
addition, EPA is proposing to approve, 
as a revision to the Maryland State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), the 
Baltimore Area maintenance plan to 
show maintenance of the 1997 annual 
PM>5 NAAQS through 2025 for the 
Area. The maintenance plan includes 
the 2017 and 2025 PM> 5 and nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) mobile vehicle emissions 
budgets (MVEBs) for the Baltimore Area 
for the 1997 annual PM; NAAQS, 
which EPA is proposing to approve for 
transportation conformity purposes. 
These actions are being taken under the 
Clean Air Act (CAA). 

DATES: Written comments must be 
received on or before November 3, 2014. 
ADDRESSES: Submit your comments, 
identified by Docket ID Number EPA-— 
RO3—OAR-2014-0387 by one of the 
following methods: 

A. www.regulations.gov. Follow the 
on-line instructions for submitting 
comments. 

B. Email: fernandez.cristina@epa.gov. 

C. Mail: EPA—R03—OAR-2014-0387, 
Cristina Fernandez, Associate Director, 
Office of Air Program Planning, 
Mailcode 3AP30, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region III, 1650 
Arch Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
19103. 

D. Hand Delivery: At the previously- 
listed EPA Region III address. Such 
deliveries are only accepted during the 
Docket’s normal hours of operation, and 
special arrangements should be made 
for deliveries of boxed information. 
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Instructions: Direct your comments to 
Docket ID No. EPA—R03—-OAR-2014- 
0387. EPA’s policy is that all comments 
received will be included in the public 
docket without change, and may be 
made available online at 
www.regulations.gov, including any 
personal information provided, unless 
the comment includes information 
claimed to be Confidential Business 
Information (CBJ) or other information 
whose disclosure is restricted by statute. 
Do not submit information that you 
consider to be CBI or otherwise 
protected through www.regulations.gov 
or email. The www.regulations.gov Web 
site is an ‘“‘anonymous access” system, 
which means EPA will not know your 
identity or contact information unless 
you provide it in the body of your 
comment. If you send an email 
comment directly to EPA without going 
through www.regulations.gov, your 
email address will be automatically 
captured and included as part of the 
comment that is placed in the public 
docket and made available on the 
Internet. If you submit an electronic 
comment, EPA recommends that you 
include your name and other contact 
information in the body of your 
comment and with any disk or CD-ROM 
you submit. If EPA cannot read your 
comment due to technical difficulties 
and cannot contact you for clarification, 
EPA may not be able to consider your 
comment. Electronic files should avoid 
the use of special characters, any form 
of encryption, and be free of any defects 
or viruses. 


Docket: All documents in the 
electronic docket are listed in the 
www.regulations.gov index. Although 
listed in the index, some information is 
not publicly available, i.e., CBI or other 
information whose disclosure is 
restricted by statute. Certain other 
material, such as copyrighted material, 
is not placed on the Internet and will be 
publicly available only in hard copy 
form. Publicly available docket 
materials are available either 
electronically in www.regulations.gov or 
in hard copy during normal business 
hours at the Air Protection Division, 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region III, 1650 Arch Street, 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103. 
Copies of the State submittal are 
available at the Maryland Department of 
the Environment, Air and Radiation 
Management Administration, 1800 
Washington Boulevard, Baltimore, 
Maryland 21230. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Marilyn Powers, at (215) 814-2308, or 
by email at powers.marilyn@epa.gov. 
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I. Background 


The first air quality standards for 
PM>.s were established on July 18, 1997 
(62 FR 38652). EPA promulgated an 
annual standard at a level of 15 
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m4), 
based on a three-year average of annual 
mean PM>.s5 concentrations (the 1997 
annual PM>.s; standard). In the same 
rulemaking, EPA promulgated a 24-hour 
standard of 65 ug/m* based on a three- 
year average of the 98th percentile of 24- 
hour concentrations. 

On January 5, 2005 (70 FR 944, 1014), 
EPA published air quality area 
designations for the 1997 PM> 5 NAAQS. 
In that rulemaking action, EPA 
designated the Baltimore Area as 
nonattainment for the 1997 annual 
PM>2.5 NAAQS. The Baltimore Area is 
comprised of the City of Baltimore, and 
Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, 
Harford, Howard, and Queen Anne 
Counties. See 40 CFR 81.321. 

On October 17, 2006 (71 FR 61144), 
EPA retained the annual average 
standard at 15 ug/m® but revised the 24- 
hour standard to 35 ug/m3, based again 
on the three-year average of the 98th 
percentile of the 24-hour concentrations 
(the 2006 24-hour PM>; standard). On 
November 13, 2009 (74 FR 58688), EPA 
published designations for the 2006 24- 
hour PM> 5 standard, which became 
effective on December 14, 2009. In that 
rulemaking action, EPA designated the 
Baltimore Area as attainment for the 
2006 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS. See 74 FR 
58737 and 40 CFR 81.321. Since the 
Baltimore Area is designated 
nonattainment for the annual NAAQS 
promulgated in 1997, today’s proposed 
rulemaking action addresses the 
redesignation to attainment only for this 
standard. 

On May 22, 2012 (77 FR 30208), EPA 
determined that the Baltimore Area had 





attained the 1997 annual PM>; NAAQS, 
and that the Area attained the NAAQS 
by the statutory attainment date of April 
5, 2010. Pursuant to 40 CFR 51.1004(c) 
and based on the determination of 
attainment, the requirements for the 
Baltimore Area to submit an attainment 
demonstration and associated 
reasonably available control measures 
(RACM), a reasonable further progress 
(RFP) plan, contingency measures, and 
other planning SIP revisions related to 
the attainment of the 1997 annual PM> ; 
NAAQS were suspended until such 
time as: (1) The Area is redesignated to 
attainment for the standard, at which 
time the requirements no longer apply 
or (2) EPA determines that the Area has 
again violated the standard, at which 
time such plans are required to be 
submitted. 


On December 12, 2013, the State of 
Maryland, through the Maryland 
Department of the Environment (MDE), 
formally submitted a request to 
redesignate the Baltimore Area from 
nonattainment to attainment for the 
1997 annual PM>2; NAAQS. 
Concurrently, MDE submitted a 
maintenance plan for the Area as a SIP 
revision to ensure continued attainment 
throughout the Area over the next 10 
years. The maintenance plan includes 
the 2017 and 2025 PM>s5 and NOx 
MVEBs used for transportation 
conformity purposes for the Baltimore 
Area for the 1997 annual PM>,;5 NAAQS. 


II. EPA’s Requirements 


A. Criteria for Redesignation to 
Attainment 


The CAA provides the requirements 
for redesignating a nonattainment area 
to attainment. Specifically, section 
107(d)(3)(E) of the CAA allows for 
redesignation providing that: (1) EPA 
determines that the area has attained the 
applicable NAAQS; (2) EPA has fully 
approved the applicable 
implementation plan for the area under 
section 110(k) of the CAA; (3) EPA 
determines that the improvement in air 
quality is due to permanent and 
enforceable reductions in emissions 
resulting from implementation of the 
applicable SIP and applicable Federal 
air pollution control regulations and 
other permanent and enforceable 
reductions; (4) EPA has fully approved 
a maintenance plan for the area as 
meeting the requirements of section 
175A of the CAA; and, (5) the state 
containing such area has met all 
requirements applicable to the area 
under section 110 and part D of the 
CAA. Each of these requirements are 
discussed in section V (EPA’s Analysis 
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of Maryland’s SIP Submittal) of this 
proposed rulemaking action. 

EPA has provided guidance on 
redesignation in the ‘‘State 
Implementation Plans; General 
Preamble for the Implementation of 
Title I of the CAA Amendments of 
1990,” (57 FR 13498, April 16, 1992) 
(the ‘‘General Preamble’’) and has 
provided further guidance on processing 
redesignation requests in the following 
documents: (1) “Procedures for 
Processing Requests to Redesignate 
Areas to Attainment,’’ Memorandum 
from John Calcagni, Director, Air 
Quality Management Division, 
September 4, 1992 (hereafter referred to 
as the “1992 Calcagni Memorandum’); 
(2) “SIP Actions Submitted in Response 
to CAA Deadlines,’’ Memorandum from 
John Calcagni, Director, Air Quality 
Management Division, October 28, 1992; 
and, (3) ‘‘Part D New Source Review 
(Part D NSR) Requirements for Areas 
Requesting Redesignation to 
Attainment,” Memorandum from Mary 
D. Nichols, Assistant Administrator for 
Air and Radiation, October 14, 1994. 


B. Requirements of a Maintenance Plan 


Section 175A of the CAA sets forth 
the elements of a maintenance plan for 
areas seeking redesignation from 
nonattainment to attainment. Under 
section 175A of the CAA, the plan must 
demonstrate continued attainment of 
the applicable NAAQS for at least 10 
years after EPA approves the 
redesignation of an area to attainment. 
Eight years after the redesignation, the 
state must submit a revised maintenance 
plan demonstrating that attainment will 
continue to be maintained for the 10 
years following the initial 10-year 
period. To address the possibility of 
future NAAQS violations, the 
maintenance plan must contain such 
contingency measures, with a schedule 
for implementation, as EPA deems 
necessary to assure prompt correction of 
any future PM2:s violations. 

The 1992 Calcagni Memorandum 
provides additional guidance on the 
content of a maintenance plan. The 
memorandum states that a maintenance 
plan should address the following 
provisions: (1) An attainment emissions 
inventory; (2) a maintenance 
demonstration showing maintenance for 
10 years; (3) a commitment to maintain 
the existing monitoring network; (4) 
verification of continued attainment; 
and, (5) a contingency plan to prevent 
or correct future violations of the 
NAAQS. 

Under the CAA, states are required to 
submit, at various times, control strategy 
SIP revisions and maintenance plans for 
nonattainment areas and for areas 


seeking redesignation to attainment for 
a given NAAQS. These emission control 
strategy SIP revisions (e.g., RFP and 
attainment demonstration SIP revisions) 
and maintenance plans create MVEBs 
based on onroad mobile source 
emissions for the relevant criteria 
pollutants and/or their precursors, 
where appropriate, to address pollution 
from onroad transportation sources. The 
MVEBs are the portions of the total 
allowable emissions that are allocated to 
onroad vehicle use that, together with 
emissions from all other sources in the 
area, will provide attainment, RFP, or 
maintenance, as applicable. The budget 
serves as a ceiling on emissions from an 
area’s planned transportation system. 
Under 40 CFR part 93, an MVEB for an 
area seeking a redesignation to 
attainment is established for the last 
year of the maintenance plan. 

The maintenance plan for the 
Baltimore Area includes 2017 and 2025 
PMo>5 and NOx MVEBs for 
transportation conformity purposes. The 
transportation conformity determination 
for the Area is further discussed in 
subsection C of section V 
(Transportation Conformity) of this 
proposed rulemaking action and in a 
technical support document (TSD) 
dated May 20, 2014, which is available 
in the docket for this proposed 
rulemaking action. 


III. Summary of Proposed Actions 


EPA is proposing to take several 
rulemaking actions related to the 
redesignation of the Baltimore Area to 
attainment for the 1997 annual PM> 5 
NAAQS. EPA is proposing to find that 
the Baltimore Area meets the 
requirements for redesignation for the 
1997 annual PM>,5 NAAQS under 
section 107(d)(3)(E) of the CAA. EPA is 
proposing to approve the maintenance 
p!an for the Baltimore Area as a revision 
to the Maryland SIP for the 1997 annual 
PM2.s NAAQS. Approval of the 
maintenance plan is one of the CAA 
criteria for redesignation of the Area to 
attainment for the 1997 annual PM>.; 
NAAQS. The Baltimore Area 
maintenance plan is designed to ensure 
continued attainment in the Area for 10 
years after redesignation. EPA is also 
proposing to approve the MVEBs for 
PM>.5 and NOx emissions for the 1997 
annual PM> 5 standard. In this 
rulemaking action, EPA is proposing to 
find that the Area continues to attain the 
standard. 

EPA previously determined that the 
Baltimore Area had attained the 1997 
annual PM, 5 NAAQS and that it had 
done so by its applicable attainment 
date. See 77 FR 30208, May 22, 2012. In 
this rulemaking action, EPA is 


proposing to find that the Area 
continues to attain the standard. EPA is, 
therefore, proposing to approve MDE’s 
request to change the designation for the 
Baltimore Area from nonattainment to 
attainment for the 1997 annual PM> <> 
NAAQS. 


IV. Effects of Recent Court Decisions on 
Proposed Actions 


In this proposed rulemaking action, 
EPA considers the effects of three legal 
decisions on this redesignation. EPA 
first considers the effects of the D.C. 
Circuit Court and U.S. Supreme Court’s 
decisions in EME Homer City 
Generation, L.P. v. EPA, 696 F.3d 7 (D.C. 
Cir. 2012), rev’d, No. 12—1182 (S. Ct. 
April 29, 2014). The Supreme Court 
reversed the D.C. Circuit Court decision 
vacating and remanding the Cross-State 
Air Pollution Rule (CSAPR). EPA is also 
considering the effect of the January 4, 
2013 D.C. Circuit decision remanding to 
EPA the ‘Final Clean Air Fine Particle 
Implementation Rule” (72 FR 20586, 
April 25, 2007) and the 
“Implementation of the New Source 
Review (NSR) Program for Particulate 
Matter Less than 2.5 Micrometers 
(PM> 5)” final rule (73 FR 28321, May 
16, 2008) (collectively, “1997 PM2s 
Implementation Rule”’). Natural 
Resources Defense Council (NRDC) v. 
EPA, 706 F.3d 428 (D.C. Cir. 2013). 


A. Effect of the Supreme Court and D.C. 
Circuit Court’s Decisions Regarding 
EPA’s CSAPR 


EPA has considered the recent 
decisions from the U.S. Supreme Court 
and the D.C. Circuit Court regarding 
EPA’s CSAPR, and has concluded that 
the decisions do not affect the Agency’s 
proposal to redesignate the Baltimore 
Area from nonattainment to attainment 
for the 1997 annual PM25 NAAQS. EPA 
promulgated CSAPR (76 FR 48208, 
August 8, 2011) to replace the Clean Air 
Interstate Rule (CAIR), which has been 
in place since 2005. See 76 FR 59517. 
Both CSAPR and CAIR require 
significant reductions in emissions of 
sulfur dioxide (SO>) and NOx from 
electric generating units (EGUs) to limit 
the interstate transport of these 
pollutants and the ozone and fine 
particulate matter they form in the 
atmosphere. The D.C. Circuit Court 
initially vacated CAIR, North Carolina 
v. EPA, 531 F.3d 896 (D.C. Cir. 2008), 
but ultimately remanded the rule to EPA 
without vacatur to preserve the 
environmental benefits provided by 
CAIR, North Carolina v. EPA, 550 F.3d 
1176, 1178 (D.C. Cir. 2008). After 
staying the implementation of CSAPR 
on December 20, 2011 and instructing 
EPA to continue to implement CAIR in 
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the interim, on August 21, 2012, the 
D.C. Circuit Court issued a decision to 
vacate CSAPR, with further instruction 
to continue administering CAIR 
“pending the promulgation of a valid 
replacement.” EME Homer City 
Generation L.P. v. EPA, 696 F.3d 7, 38 
(D.C. Cir. 2012). On April 29, 2014, the 
Supreme Court reversed the opinion of 
the D.C. Circuit Court and remanded the 
matter to the D.C. Circuit Court for 
further proceedings. EPA v. EME Homer 
City Generation, L.P., No. 12-1182 (S. 
Ct. April 29, 2014). 

In its submission, MDE does not rely 
on either CAIR or CSAPR for emission 
reductions that contributed to the 
Baltimore Area’s attainment of the 1997 
annual PM>;5 NAAQS, nor does the 
State rely on either of the rules to show 
maintenance of the standard in the Area 
for 10 years following redesignation. 
However, because CAIR was 
promulgated in 2005 and incentivized 
sources and states to begin achieving 
early emission reductions, the air 
quality data examined by EPA in issuing 
a final determination of attainment for 
the Baltimore Area in 2009 (November 
20, 2009, 74 FR 60119) and the air 
quality data from the Area since 2005 
necessarily reflect reductions in 
emissions from upwind sources as a 
result of CAIR. Nonetheless, in this case 
EPA believes that it is appropriate to 
redesignate the Area. Modeling 
conducted by EPA during the CSAPR 
rulemaking process, which used a 
baseline emissions scenario that 
‘backed out” the effects of CAIR, see 76 
FR at 48223, projected that the counties 
in the Baltimore Area would have PM> 5 
annual design values ! below the level 
of the 1997 annual PM>.s; standard for 
2012 and 2014 without taking into 
account emission reductions from CAIR 
or CSAPR. See Appendix B of EPA’s 
“Air Quality Modeling Final Rule 
Technical Support Document,” (Page B- 
45, B—46), which is available in the 
docket for this proposed rulemaking 
action. In addition, the 2010-2012 
quality-assured, quality-controlled, and 
certified monitoring data for the 
Baltimore Area confirms that 2012 PM> 5 
annual design values for each 
monitoring site in the Area remained 
well below the 1997 annual PM>5 
NAAQS, and, thus, the entire Area 
continued to attain the standard in 
2012. See Table 1 of this proposed 
rulemaking action for the Baltimore 
Area’s monitoring data for 2010-2012. 


1 As defined in 40 CFR part 50, Appendix N, 
section (1)(c). A monitoring site’s design value is 
compared to the level of the 1997 annual PM2.s 
NAAQS to determine compliance with the 
standard. 





The status of CSAPR is not relevant to 
this redesignation. CSAPR was 
promulgated in June 2011, and the rule 
was stayed by the D.C. Circuit Court just 
six months later, before the trading 
programs it created were scheduled to 
go into effect. Therefore, the Baltimore 
Area’s attainment of the 1997 annual 
PM>.s standard cannot have been a 
result of any emission reductions 
associated with CSAPR. In sum, neither 
the current status of CAIR nor the 
current status of CSAPR affects any of 
the criteria for proposed approval of this 
redesignation request for the Area. 


B. Effect of the January 4, 2013 D.C. 
Circuit Court Decision Regarding PM2:s 
Implementation Under Subpart 4 of Part 
D of Title I of the CAA 


1. Background 


On January 4, 2013, in Natural 
Resources Defense Council v. EPA, the 
D.C. Circuit Court remanded to EPA the 
‘Final Clean Air Fine Particle 
Implementation Rule”’ (72 FR 20586, 
April 25, 2007) and the 
“Implementation of the New Source 
Review (NSR) Program for Particulate 
Matter Less than 2.5 Micrometers 
(PM>.s)” final rule (73 FR 28321, May 
16, 2008) (collectively, “1997 PM2s 
Implementation Rule’’). 706 F.3d 428 
(D.C. Cir. 2013). The D.C. Circuit Court 
found that EPA erred in implementing 
the 1997 PM>; NAAQS pursuant to the 
general implementation provisions of 
subpart 1 of Part D of Title 1 of the CAA 
(subpart 1), rather than the particulate- 
matter-specific provisions of subpart 4 
of Part D of Title I (subpart 4). 

Prior to the January 4, 2013 decision, 
the states had worked towards meeting 
the air quality goals of the 1997 annual 
PM>.5 NAAQS in accordance with EPA 
regulations and guidance derived from 
subpart 1. Subsequent to this decision, 
in rulemaking that responds to the D.C. 
Circuit Court’s remand, EPA took this 
history into account by proposing to set 
a new deadline for any remaining 
submissions that may be required for 
moderate nonattainment areas as a 
result of the Court’s decision regarding 
subpart 4. 

On June 2, 2014 (79 FR 31566) EPA 
finalized the ‘Identification of 
Nonattainment Classification and 
Deadlines for Submission of SIP 
Provisions for the 1997 PM> 5 NAAQS 
and 2006 PM2s5 NAAQS” rule (the PM>.5 
Subpart 4 Classification and Deadline 
Rule). The rule identifies the 
classification under subpart 4 for areas 
currently designated nonattainment for 
the 1997 annual and/or 2006 24-hour 
PM>.s standards, and sets a new 
deadline for states to submit attainment- 


related and other SIP elements required 
for these areas pursuant to subpart 4. 
The rule also identifies EPA guidance 
that is currently available regarding 
subpart 4 requirements. The PM2.s 
Subpart 4 Classification and Deadline 
Rule specifies December 31, 2014 as the 
deadline for the states to submit any 
additional attainment-related SIP- 
elements that may be needed to meet 
the applicable requirements of subpart 4 
for areas currently designated 
nonattainment for the 1997 annual and/ 
or 2006 24-hour PM>.5 NAAQS and to 
submit SIPs addressing the 
nonattainment NSR requirements in 
subpart 4. Therefore, as explained in 
detail in the following section, any 
additional attainment-related SIP 
elements that may be needed for the 
Baltimore Area to meet the applicable 
requirements of subpart 4 were not due 
at the time that Maryland submitted its 
redesignation request for the Area. 
Maryland submitted its request for 
redesignating the Baltimore Area for the 
1997 annual PM>.5 NAAQS on 
December 12, 2013. 


2. Proposal on This Issue 


In this proposed rulemaking action, 
EPA addresses the effect of the D.C. 
Circuit Court’s January 4, 2013 ruling 
and the proposed PM2.5 Subpart 4 
Nonattainment Classification and 
Deadline Rule on the redesignation 
request for the Baltimore Area. EPA is 
proposing to determine that the D.C. 
Circuit Court’s January 4, 2013 decision 
does not prevent EPA from 
redesignating the Baltimore Area to 
attainment. Even in light of the D.C. 
Circuit Court’s decision, redesignation 
for the Baltimore Area is appropriate 
under the CAA and EPA’s longstanding 
interpretations of the CAA provisions 
regarding redesignation. EPA first 
explains its longstanding interpretation 
that requirements that are imposed, or 
that become due, after a complete 
redesignation request is submitted for 
an area that is attaining the standard, are 
not applicable for purposes of 
evaluating a redesignation request. 
Second, EPA then shows that, even if 
EPA applies the subpart 4 requirements 
to the redesignation request for the 
Baltimore Area and disregards the 
provisions of its 1997 annual PM> 5 
implementation rule remanded by the 
D.C. Circuit Court, the State’s request for 
redesignation of the Baltimore Area still 
qualifies for approval. EPA’s discussion 
takes into account the effect of the D.C. 
Circuit Court’s ruling and the proposed 
PM>.s Subpart 4 Classification and 
Deadline Rule on the Baltimore Area 
maintenance plan, which EPA views as 
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approvable when subpart 4 
requirements are considered. 


a. Applicable Requirements Under 
Subpart 4 for Purposes of Evaluating the 
Redesignation Request for the Baltimore 
Area 


With respect to the 1997 PMo:s 
Implementation Rule, the D.C. Circuit 
Court’s January 4, 2013 ruling rejected 
EPA’s reasons for implementing the 
PM>.5 NAAQS solely in accordance with 
the provisions of subpart 1, and 
remanded that matter to EPA, so that it 
could address implementation of the 
1997 annual PM25 NAAQS under 
subpart 4, in addition to subpart 1. For 
the purposes of evaluating the 
redesignation request for the Baltimore 
Area, to the extent that implementation 
under subpart 4 would impose 
additional requirements for areas 
designated nonattainment, EPA believes 
that those requirements are not 
“applicable” for the purposes of CAA 
section 107(d)(3)(E), and thus EPA is not 
required to consider subpart 4 
requirements with respect to the 
redesignation of the Baltimore Area. 
Under its longstanding interpretation of 
the CAA, EPA has interpreted section 
107(d)(3)(E) to mean, as a threshold 
matter, that the part D provisions which 
are “applicable” and which must be 
approved in order for EPA to 
redesignate an area include only those 
which came due prior to a state’s 
submittal of a complete redesignation 
request. See 1992 Calcagni 
Memorandum. See also “State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) 
Requirements for Areas Submitting 
Requests for Redesignation to 
Attainment of the Ozone and Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) on or after 
November 15, 1992,’” Memorandum 
from Michael Shapiro, Acting Assistant 
Administrator, Air and Radiation, 
September 17, 1993 (Shapiro 
memorandum); Final Redesignation of 
Detroit-Ann Arbor, (60 FR 12459, 
12465-66, March 7, 1995); Final 
Redesignation of St. Louis, Missouri, (68 
FR 25418, 25424-27, May 12, 2003); 
Sierra Club v. EPA, 375 F.3d 537, 541 
(7th Cir. 2004) (upholding EPA’s 
redesignation rulemaking applying this 
interpretation and expressly rejecting 
Sierra Club’s view that the meaning of 
“applicable” under the statute is 
‘“‘whatever should have been in the plan 
at the time of attainment rather than 
whatever actually was in the plan and 
already implemented or due at the time 
of attainment”’).2 In this case, at the time 


2 Applicable requirements of the CAA that come 
due subsequent to the area’s submittal of a complete 


that the State submitted its 
redesignation request, the requirements 
under subpart 4 were not due. 

EPA’s view that, for purposes of 
evaluating the redesignation of the 
Baltimore Area, the subpart 4 
requirements were not due at the time 
Maryland submitted the redesignation 
request is in keeping with the EPA’s 
interpretation of subpart 2 requirements 
for subpart 1 ozone areas redesignated 
subsequent to the D.C. Circuit Court’s 
decision in South Coast Air Quality 
Mgmt. Dist. v. EPA, 472 F.3d 882 (D.C. 
Cir. 2006). In South Coast, the D.C. 
Circuit Court found that EPA was not 
permitted to implement the 1997 8-hour 
ozone standard solely under subpart 1, 
and held that EPA was required under 
the statute to implement the standard 
under the ozone-specific requirements 
of subpart 2 as well. Subsequent to the 
South Coast decision, in evaluating and 
acting upon redesignation requests for 
the 1997 8-hour ozone standard that 
were submitted to EPA for areas under 
subpart 1, EPA applied its longstanding 
interpretation of the CAA that 
“applicable requirements,” for purposes 
of evaluating a redesignation, are those 
that had been due at the time the 
redesignation request was submitted. 
See, e.g., Proposed Redesignation of 
Manitowoc County and Door County 
Nonattainment Areas (75 FR 22047, 
22050, April 27, 2010). In those actions, 
EPA, therefore, did not consider subpart 
2 requirements to be “applicable” for 
the purposes of evaluating whether the 
area should be redesignated under 
section 107(d)(3)(E). 

EPA’s interpretation derives from the 
provisions of section 107(d)(3). Section 
107(d)(3)(E)(v) states that, for an area to 
be redesignated, a state must meet “‘all 
requirements ‘applicable’ to the area 
under section 110 and part D.”’ Section 
107(d)(3)(E)(ii) provides that the EPA 
must have fully approved the 
“applicable” SIP for the area seeking 
redesignation. These two sections read 
together support EPA’s interpretation of 
“applicable” as only those requirements 
that came due prior to submission of a 
complete redesignation request. First, 
holding states to an ongoing obligation 
to adopt new CAA requirements that 
arose after the state submitted its 
redesignation request, in order to be 
redesignated, would make it 
problematic or impossible for EPA to act 
on redesignation requests in accordance 
with the 18-month deadline Congress 
set for EPA action in section 


redesignation request remain applicable until a 
redesignation is approved, but are not required as 
a prerequisite to redesignation. Section 175A(c) of 
the CAA. 


107(d)(3)(D). If “applicable 
requirements” were interpreted to be a 
continuing flow of requirements with no 
reasonable limitation, states, after 
submitting a redesignation request, 
would be forced continuously to make 
additional SIP submissions that in turn 
would require EPA to undertake further 
notice-and-comment rulemaking actions 
to act on those submissions. This would 
create a regime of unceasing rulemaking 
that would delay action on the 
redesignation request beyond the 18- 
month timeframe provided by the CAA 
for this purpose. 

Second, a fundamental premise for 
redesignating a nonattainment area to 
attainment is that the area has attained 
the relevant NAAQS due to emission 
reductions from existing controls. Thus, 
an area for which a redesignation 
request has been submitted would have 
already attained the NAAQS as a result 
of satisfying statutory requirements that 
came due prior to the submission of the 
request. Absent a showing that 
unadopted and unimplemented 
requirements are necessary for future 
maintenance, it is reasonable to view 
the requirements applicable for 
purposes of evaluating the redesignation 
request as including only those SIP 
requirements that have already come 
due. These are the requirements that led 
to attainment of the NAAQS. To require, 
for redesignation approval, that a state 
also satisfy additional SIP requirements 
coming due after the state submits its 
complete redesignation request, and 
while EPA is reviewing it, would 
compel the state to do more than is 
necessary to attain the NAAQS, without 
a showing that the additional 
requirements are necessary for 
maintenance. 

In the context of this redesignation, 
the timing and nature of the D.C. Circuit 
Court’s January 4, 2013 decision in 
NRDC v. EPA and EPA’s PM>5 Subpart 
4 Nonattainment Classification and 
Deadline Rule compound the 
consequences of imposing requirements 
that come due after the redesignation 
request is submitted. Maryland 
submitted its redesignation request for 
the 1997 annual PM>5 NAAQS on 
December 12, 2013, which is prior to the 
deadline by which the Baltimore Area is 
required to meet the applicable 
requirements pursuant to subpart 4. 

To require Maryland’s fully- 
completed and pending redesignation 
request for the 1997 annual PM> s 
NAAQS to comply now with 
requirements of subpart 4 that the D.C. 
Circuit Court announced only in 
January 2013 and for which the 
deadline to comply has not yet come, 
would be to give retroactive effect to 
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such requirements and provide the State 
a unique and earlier deadline for 
compliance solely on the basis of 
submitting its redesignation request for 
the Baltimore Area. The D.C. Circuit 
Court recognized the inequity of this 
type of retroactive impact in Sierra Club 
v. Whitman, 285 F.3d 63 (D.C. Cir. 
2002),* where it upheld the D.C. Circuit 
Court’s ruling refusing to make 
retroactive EPA’s determination that the 
St. Louis area did not meet its 
attainment deadline. In that case, 
petitioners urged the D.C. Circuit Court 
to make EPA’s nonattainment 
determination effective as of the date 
that the statute required, rather than the 
later date on which EPA actually made 
the determination. The D.C. Circuit 
Court rejected this view, stating that 
applying it “would likely impose large 
costs on States, which would face fines 
and suits for not implementing air 
pollution prevention plans. . . even 
though they were not on notice at the 
time.” Id. at 68. Similarly, it would be 
unreasonable to penalize the States by 
rejecting their redesignation request for 
an area that is already attaining the 1997 
annual PM>.s standard and that met all 
applicable requirements known to be in 
effect at the time of the requests. For 
EPA now to reject the redesignation 
request solely because the States did not 
expressly address subpart 4 
requirements which have not yet come 
due, would inflict the same unfairness 
condemned by the D.C. Circuit Court in 
Sierra Club v. Whitman. 


b. Subpart 4 Requirements and 
Maryland Redesignation Request 


Even if EPA were to take the view that 
the D.C. Circuit Court’s January 4, 2013 
decision requires that, in the context of 
pending redesignations for the 1997 
annual PM>.5 standard, subpart 4 
requirements were due and in effect at 
the time Maryland submitted its 
redesignation request, EPA proposes to 
determine that the Baltimore Area still 
qualifies for redesignation to attainment 
for the 1997 annual PM>.s standard. As 
explained subsequently, EPA believes 
that the redesignation request for the 
Baltimore Area, though not expressed in 
terms of subpart 4 requirements, 
substantively meets the requirements of 
that subpart for purposes of 
redesignating the Area to attainment. 


3 Sierra Club v. Whitman was discussed and 
distinguished in a recent D.C. Circuit Court 
decision that addressed retroactivity in a quite 
different context, where, unlike the situation here, 
EPA sought to give its regulations retroactive effect. 
National Petrochemical and Refiners Ass’n v. EPA. 
630 F.3d 145, 163 (D.C. Cir. 2010), rehearing denied 
643 F.3d 958 (D.C. Cir. 2011), cert denied 132 S. 

Ct. 571 (2011). 


With respect to evaluating the 
relevant substantive requirements of 
subpart 4 for purposes of redesignating 
the Baltimore Area, EPA notes that 
subpart 4 incorporates components of 
subpart 1, which contains general air 
quality planning requirements for areas 
designated as nonattainment. See 
section 172(c). Subpart 4 itself contains 
specific planning and scheduling 
requirements for coarse particulate 
matter (PM;0)4* nonattainment areas, 
and under the D.C. Circuit Court’s 
January 4, 2013 decision in NRDC v. 
EPA, these same statutory requirements 
also apply for PM2.s nonattainment 
areas. EPA has longstanding general 
guidance that interprets the 1990 
amendments to the CAA, making 
recommendations to states for meeting 
the statutory requirements for SIPs for 
nonattainment areas. See the General 
Preamble. In the General Preamble, EPA 
discussed the relationship of subpart 1 
and subpart 4 SIP requirements, and 
pointed out that subpart 1 requirements 
were to an extent ‘“‘subsumed by, or 
integrally related to, the more specific 
PM) requirements” (57 FR 13538, April 
16, 1992). The subpart 1 requirements 
include, among other things, provisions 
for attainment demonstrations, RACM, 
RFP, emissions inventories, and 
contingency measures. 

For the purposes of this redesignation 
request, in order to identify any 
additional requirements which would 
apply under subpart 4, consistent with 
EPA’s June 2, 2014 PM2.s Subpart 4 
Nonattainment Classification and 
Deadline Rule, EPA is considering the 
Baltimore Area to be a “‘moderate’’ PMo.s 
nonattainment area. As EPA explained 
in its June 2, 2014 rule, section 188 of 
the CAA provides that all areas 
designated nonattainment areas under 
subpart 4 are initially classified by 
operation of law as ‘‘moderate”’ 
nonattainment areas, and will remain 
moderate nonattainment areas unless 
and until EPA reclassifies the area as a 
“serious” nonattainment area. 
Accordingly, EPA believes that it is 
appropriate to limit the evaluation of 
the potential impact of subpart 4 
requirements to those that would be 
applicable to moderate nonattainment 
areas. Sections 189(a) and (c) of subpart 
4 apply to moderate nonattainment 
areas and include the following: (1) An 
approved permit program for 
construction of new and modified major 
stationary sources (section 189(a)(1)(A)); 
(2) an attainment demonstration (section 
189(a)(1)(B)); (3) provisions for RACM 
(section 189(a)(1)(C)); and (4) 


4PM) o refers to particulates nominally 10 
micrometers in diameter or smaller. 


quantitative milestones demonstrating 
RFP toward attainment by the 
applicable attainment date (section 
189(c)). 

The permit requirements of subpart 4, 
as contained in section 189(a)(1)(A), 
refer to and apply the subpart 1 permit 
provisions requirements of sections 172 
and 173 to PMjo, without adding to 
them. Consequently, EPA believes that 
section 189(a)(1)(A) does not itself 
impose for redesignation purposes any 
additional requirements for moderate 
areas beyond those contained in subpart 
1.° In any event, in the context of 
redesignation, EPA has long relied on 
the interpretation that a fully approved 
nonattainment NSR program is not 
considered an applicable requirement 
for redesignation, provided the area can 
maintain the standard with a prevention 
of significant deterioration (PSD) 
program after redesignation. A detailed 
rationale for this view is described in a 
memorandum from Mary Nichols, 
Assistant Administrator for Air and 
Radiation, dated October 14, 1994, 
entitled, ‘‘Part D New Source Review 
Requirements for Areas Requesting 
Redesignation to Attainment.” See also 
rulemakings for Detroit, Michigan (60 
FR 12467-12468, March 7, 1995); 
Cleveland-Akron-Lorain, Ohio (61 FR 
20458, 20469-20470, May 7, 1996); 
Louisville, Kentucky (66 FR 53665, 
October 23, 2001); and Grand Rapids, 
Michigan (61 FR 31834-31837, June 21, 
1996). 

With respect to the specific 
attainment planning requirements under 
subpart 4,6 when EPA evaluates a 
redesignation request under either 
subpart 1 or 4, any area that is attaining 
the PM> 5 standards is viewed as having 
satisfied the attainment planning 
requirements for these subparts. For 
redesignations, EPA has for many years 
interpreted attainment-linked 
requirements as not applicable for areas 
attaining the standard. In the General 
Preamble, EPA stated that: ‘‘The 
requirements for RFP will not apply in 
evaluating a request for redesignation to 
attainment since, at a minimum, the air 
quality data for the area must show that 
the area has already attained. Showing 
that the State will make RFP towards 
attainment will, therefore, have no 
meaning at that point.” 

The General Preamble also explained 
that: ‘‘The section 172(c)(9) 
requirements are directed at ensuring 
RFP and attainment by the applicable 


5 The potential effect of section 189(e) on section 
189(a)(1)(A) for purposes of evaluating this 
redesignation request is discussed in this 
rulemaking action. 

6j,e., attainment demonstration, RFP, RACM, 
milestone requirements, contingency measures. 
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date. These requirements no longer 
apply when an area has attained the 
standard and is eligible for 
redesignation. Furthermore, section 
175A for maintenance plans. . . 
provides specific requirements for 
contingency measures that effectively 
supersede the requirements of section 
172(c)(9) for these areas.” Jd. EPA 
similarly stated in its 1992 Calcagni 
Memorandum that: ‘“‘The requirements 
for reasonable further progress and other 
measures needed for attainment will not 
apply for redesignations because they 
only have meaning for areas not 
attaining the standard.” 

It is evident that even if we were to 
consider the D.C. Circuit Court’s January 
4, 2013 decision in NRDC v. EPA to 
mean that attainment-related 
requirements specific to subpart 4 
should be imposed retroactively 7 or 
prior to December 31, 2014 and, thus, 
were due prior to the State’s 
redesignation request, those 
requirements do not apply to an area 
that is attaining the 1997 annual PMs 
NAAQS, for the purpose of evaluating a 
pending request to redesignate the area 
to attainment. EPA has consistently 
enunciated this interpretation of 
applicable requirements under section 
107(d)(3)(E) since the General Preamble 
was published more than twenty years 
ago. Courts have recognized the scope of 
EPA’s authority to interpret ‘‘applicable 
requirements” in the redesignation 
context. See Sierra Club v. EPA, 375 
F.3d 537 (7th Cir. 2004). 

Moreover, even outside the context of 
redesignations, EPA has viewed the 
obligations to submit attainment-related 
SIP planning requirements of subpart 4 
as inapplicable for areas that EPA 
determines are attaining the 1997 
annual PM2.5 standard. EPA’s prior 
“Clean Data Policy’ rulemakings for the 
PMio NAAQS, also governed by the 
requirements of subpart 4, explain 
EPA’s reasoning. They describe the 
effects of a determination of attainment 
on the attainment-related SIP planning 
requirements of subpart 4. See 
“Determination of Attainment for Coso 
Junction Nonattainment Area,” (75 FR 
27944, May 19, 2010). See also Coso 
Junction Proposed PM) Redesignation, 
(75 FR 36023, 36027, June 24, 2010); 
Proposed and Final Determinations of 
Attainment for San Joaquin 
Nonattainment Area (71 FR 40952, 
40954-55, July 19, 2006 and 71 FR 
63641, 63643-47, October 30, 2006). In 
short, EPA in this context has also long 


7 As EPA has explained previously, we do not 
believe that the D.C. Circuit Court’s January 4, 2013 
decision should be interpreted so as to impose these 
requirements on the states retroactively. Sierra Club 
v. Whitman, supra. 


concluded that to require states to meet 
superfluous SIP planning requirements 
is not necessary and not required by the 
CAA, so long as those areas continue to 
attain the relevant NAAQS. 

Elsewhere in this notice, EPA 
proposes to determine that the 
Baltimore Area has attained and 
continues to attain the 1997 annual 
PM2.s NAAQS. Under its longstanding 
interpretation, EPA is proposing to 
determine here that the Baltimore Area 
meets the attainment-related plan 
requirements of subparts 1 and 4 for the 
1997 annual PM25 NAAQS. Thus, EPA 
is proposing to conclude that the 
requirements to submit an attainment 
demonstration under 189(a)(1)(B), a 
RACM determination under section 
172(c)(1) and section 189(a)(1)(c), a RFP 
demonstration under 189(c)(1), and 
contingency measure requirements 
under section 172(c)(9) are satisfied for 
purposes of evaluating this 
redesignation request. 


c. Subpart 4 and Control of PM2.s 
Precursors 


The D.C. Circuit Court in NRDC v. 
EPA remanded to EPA the two rules at 
issue in the case with instructions to 
EPA to re-promulgate them consistent 
with the requirements of subpart 4. EPA 
in this section addresses the D.C. Circuit 
Court’s opinion with respect to PM2.s 
precursors. While past implementation 
of subpart 4 for PMjo has allowed for 
control of PM;9 precursors such as NOx 
from major stationary, mobile, and area 
sources in order to attain the standard 
as expeditiously as practicable, section 
189(e) of the CAA specifically provides 
that control requirements for major 
stationary sources of direct PM jo shall 
also apply to PM» precursors from 
those sources, except where EPA 
determines that major stationary sources 
of such precursors “do not contribute 
significantly to PMjo levels which 
exceed the standard in the area.” EPA’s 
1997 PM>.s5 Implementation Rule, 
remanded by the D.C. Circuit Court, 
contained rebuttable presumptions 
concerning certain PM> 5 precursors 
applicable to attainment plans and 
control measures related to those plans. 
Specifically, in 40 CFR 51.1002, EPA 
provided, among other things, that a 
state was “‘not required to address VOC 
[and ammonia] as... PM>-5 attainment 
plan precursor|s] and to evaluate 
sources of VOC [and ammonia] 
emissions in the State for control 
measures.” EPA intended these to be 
rebuttable presumptions. EPA 
established these presumptions at the 
time because of uncertainties regarding 
the emission inventories for these 
pollutants and the effectiveness of 


specific control measures in various 
regions of the country in reducing PM> 5 
concentrations. EPA also left open the 
possibility for such regulation of VOC 
and ammonia in specific areas where 
that was necessary. 

The D.C. Circuit Court in its January 
4, 2013 decision made reference to both 
section 189(e) and 40 CFR 51. 1002, and 
stated that: ‘In light of our disposition, 
we need not address the petitioners’ 
challenge to the presumptions in [40 
CFR 51.1002] that volatile organic 
compounds and ammonia are not PM> 5 
precursors, as subpart 4 expressly 
governs precursor presumptions.” 
NRDC v. EPA, at 27, n.10. Elsewhere in 
the D.C. Circuit Court’s opinion, 
however, the D.C. Circuit Court 
observed: ‘“‘Ammonia is a precursor to 
fine particulate matter, making it a 
precursor to both PM2.s5 and PMio. For 
a PMjo nonattainment area governed by 
subpart 4, a precursor is presumptively 
regulated. See 42 U.S.C. 7513a(e) 
[section 189(e)].’’ Jd. at 21, n.7. 

For a number of reasons, EPA believes 
that its proposed redesignation of the 
Baltimore Area for the 1997 annual 
PM>.s NAAQS is consistent with the 
D.C. Circuit Court’s decision on this 
aspect of subpart 4. While the D.C. 
Circuit Court, citing section 189(e), 
stated that “for a PMjo area governed by 
subpart 4, a precursor is ‘presumptively 
regulated,’”’ the D.C. Circuit Court 
expressly declined to decide the specific 
challenge to EPA’s 1997 PMo.s 
Implementation Rule provisions 
regarding ammonia and VOC as 
precursors. The D.C. Circuit Court had 
no occasion to reach whether and how 
it was substantively necessary to 
regulate any specific precursor in a 
particular PM> 5 nonattainment area, 
and did not address what might be 
necessary for purposes of acting upon a 
redesignation request. 

However, even if EPA takes the view 
that the requirements of subpart 4 were 
deemed applicable at the time the State 
submitted the redesignation request, 
and disregards the 1997 PM> 5 
Implementation Rule’s rebuttable 
presumptions regarding ammonia and 
VOC as PM> 5 precursors, the regulatory 
consequence would be to consider the 
need for regulation of all precursors 
from any sources in the area to 
demonstrate attainment and to apply the 
section 189(e) provisions to major 
stationary sources of precursors. In the 
case of the Baltimore Area, EPA believes 
that doing so is consistent with 
proposing redesignation of the Area for 
the 1997 annual PM>; standard. The 
Baltimore Area has attained the 1997 
annual PM> 5 standard without any 
specific additional controls of VOC and 
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ammonia emissions from any sources in 
the Area. 

Precursors in subpart 4 are 
specifically regulated under the 
provisions of section 189(e), which 
requires, with important exceptions, 
control requirements for major 
stationary sources of PM;  precursors.® 
Under subpart 1 and EPA’s prior 
implementation rule, all major 
stationary sources of PM>.5 precursors 
were subject to regulation, with the 
exception of ammonia and VOC. Thus, 
EPA must address here whether 
additional controls of ammonia and 
VOC from major stationary sources are 
required under section 189(e) of subpart 
4 in order to redesignate the Baltimore 
Area for the 1997 annual PM2; NAAQS. 
As explained subsequently, EPA does 
not believe that any additional controls 
of ammonia and VOC are required in the 
context of this redesignation. 


In the General Preamble, EPA 
discusses its approach to implementing 
section 189(e). See 57 FR 13538-13542. 
With regard to precursor regulation 
under section 189(e), the General 
Preamble explicitly stated that control 
of VOC under other CAA requirements 
may suffice to relieve a state from the 
need to adopt precursor controls under 
section 189(e). See 57 FR 13542. EPA in 
this rulemaking action proposes to 
determine that Maryland’s SIP has met 
the provisions of section 189(e) with 
respect to ammonia and VOC as 
precursors. This proposed 
determination is based on our findings 
that: (1) The Baltimore Area contains no 
major stationary sources of ammonia; 
and (2) existing major stationary sources 
of VOC are adequately controlled under 
other provisions of the CAA regulating 
the ozone NAAQS.9 In the alternative, 
EPA proposes to determine that, under 
the express exception provisions of 
section 189(e), and in the context of the 
redesignation of the Baltimore Area, 
which is attaining the 1997 annual 
PM>.s standard, at present ammonia and 
VOC precursors from major stationary 
sources do not contribute significantly 
to levels exceeding the 1997 annual 
PM>2.5 standard in the Area. See 57 FR 
13539—42. 


8 Under either subpart 1 or subpart 4, for 
purposes of demonstrating attainment as 
expeditiously as practicable, a state is required to 
evaluate all economically and technologically 
feasible control measures for direct PM emissions 
and precursor emissions, and adopt those measures 
that are deemed reasonably available. 

® The Baltimore Area has reduced VOC emissions 
through the implementation of various contro] 
programs including VOC Reasonably Available 
Control Technology (RACT) regulations and various 
onroad and nonroad motor vehicle control 
programs. 





EPA notes that its 1997 PM>5 
Implementation Rule provisions in 40 
CFR 51.1002 were not directed at 
evaluation of PM>.s precursors in the 
context of redesignation, but at SIP 
plans and control measures required to 
bring a nonattainment area into 
attainment for the 1997 annual PM>.; 
NAAQS. By contrast, redesignation to 
attainment primarily requires the 
nonattainment area to have already 
attained due to permanent and 
enforceable emission reductions, and to 
demonstrate that controls in place can 
continue to maintain the standard. 
Thus, even if we regard the D.C. Circuit 
Court’s January 4, 2013 decision as 
calling for ‘“‘presumptive regulation” of 
ammonia and VOC for PM2.s under the 
attainment planning provisions of 
subpart 4, those provisions in and of 
themselves do not require additional 
controls of these precursors for an area 
that already qualifies for redesignation. 
Nor does EPA believe that requiring the 
State to address precursors differently 
than it has already, would result in a 
substantively different outcome. 

Although, as EPA has emphasized, its 
consideration here of precursor 
requirements under subpart 4 is in the 
context of a redesignation to attainment, 
EPA’s existing interpretation of subpart 
4 requirements with respect to 
precursors in attainment plans for PMio 
contemplates that states may develop 
attainment plans that regulate only 
those precursors that are necessary for 
purposes of attainment in the area in 
question, i.e., states may determine that 
only certain precursors need be 
regulated for attainment and control 
purposes.?° Courts have upheld this 
approach to the requirements of subpart 
4 for PMj9.11 EPA believes that 
application of this approach to PM2:s 
precursors under subpart 4 is 
reasonable. Because the Baltimore Area 
has already attained the 1997 annual 
PM2.s NAAQS with its current approach 
to regulation of PM2.5 precursors, EPA 
believes that it is reasonable to conclude 
in the context of this redesignation that 
there is no need to revisit the attainment 
control strategy with respect to the 
treatment of precursors. Even if the D.C. 
Circuit Court’s decision is construed to 
impose an obligation, in evaluating this 
redesignation request, to consider 


10 See, e.g., “Approval and Promulgation of 
Implementation Plans for California—San Joaquin 
Valley PMio Nonattainment Area; Serious Area Plan 
for Nonattainment of the 24-Hour and Annual PMjo 
Standards,” (69 FR 30006, May 26, 2004) 
(approving a PMjo attainment plan that impose 
controls on direct PMjo and NOx emissions and did 
not impose controls on SO2, VOC, or ammonia 
emissions). 

11 See, e.g., Assoc. of Irritated Residents v. EPA 
et al., 423 F.3d 989 (9th Cir. 2005). 


additional precursors under subpart 4, it 
would not affect EPA’s approval here of 
the State’s request for redesignation of 
the Baltimore Area for the 1997 annual 
PM>.s NAAQS. In the context of a 
redesignation, the State has shown that 
the Baltimore Area has attained the 
standard. Moreover, the State has shown 
and EPA is proposing to determine that 
attainment of the 1997 annual PM> <> 
NAAQS in the Baltimore Area is due to 
permanent and enforceable emissions 
reductions on all precursors necessary 
to provide for continued attainment of 
the standard (see section V.A.3 of this 
rulemaking notice). It follows logically 
that no further control of additional 
precursors is necessary. Accordingly, 
EPA does not view the January 4, 2013 
decision of the D.C. Circuit Court as 
precluding redesignation of the 
Baltimore Area to attainment for the 
1997 annual PM>.5 NAAQS at this time. 
In summary, even if, prior to the date of 
the redesignation request submittal, the 
State was required to address precursors 
for the Baltimore Area under subpart 4 
rather than under subpart 1, as 
interpreted in EPA’s remanded 1997 
PM>.5 Implementation Rule, EPA would 
still conclude that the Baltimore Area 
had met all applicable requirements for 
purposes of redesignation in accordance 
with section 107(d)(3(E)(ii) and (v). 


V. EPA’s Analysis of Maryland’s SIP 
Submittal 


EPA is proposing several rulemaking 
actions for the Baltimore Area: (1) To 
redesignate the Area to attainment for 
the 1997 annual PM25 NAAQS; (2) to 
approve into the Maryland SIP the 
associated maintenance plan for the 
1997 annual PM25 NAAQS; and, (3) to 
approve the 2017 and 2025 PM> 5 and 
NOx MVEBs for the Baltimore Area for 
transportation conformity purposes. 
EPA’s proposed approval of the 
redesignation request and maintenance 
plan for the 1997 annual PM2.s5 NAAQS 
is based upon EPA’s determination that 
the Area continues to attain the 1997 
annual PM>.5 NAAQS, and that all other 
redesignation criteria have been met for 
the Baltimore Area. The following is a 
description of how the December 12, 
2013 Maryland submittal satisfies the 
requirements of section 107(d)(3)(E) of 
the CAA for the 1997 annual PM? 5 
NAAQS. 


A. Redesignation Request 


1. Attainment 


EPA has previously determined that 
the Baltimore Area has attained the 
1997 annual PM>5 NAAQS. As noted 
earlier, on May 22, 2012 (77 FR 30208), 
EPA determined that the Baltimore Area 
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had attained the 1997 annual PM> 5 
standard, based on 2007—2009 and 
2008-2010 quality-assured, quality- 
controlled, and certified ambient air 
quality monitoring data. Pursuant to 40 
CFR 51.2004(c), this ‘‘clean data’”’ 
determination for the Area suspended 
the requirements for the State to submit 
an attainment demonstration and 
associated RACM, a RFP plan, 
contingency measures, and other 
planning SIPs related to the attainment 
of the 1997 annual PM>;5 NAAQS until 
the Area is redesignated to attainment 
for the standard or EPA determines that 
the Area has again violated the 
standard, at which time such plans are 
required to be submitted. EPA also 


determined in the May 22, 2012 
rulemaking, that the Baltimore Area had 
attained the 1997 annual PM2; NAAQS 
by its statutory attainment date of April 
5, 2010. The basis and effect of the 
determination of attainment for the 1997 
annual PM>.5 NAAQS was discussed in 
the proposed (76 FR 72374, November 
23, 2011) and final rulemaking notice 
(77 FR 30208, May 22, 2012). 
Maryland’s redesignation request 
submittal included the historic 
monitoring data for the annual PM> 5 
monitoring sites in the Baltimore Area. 
The historic monitoring data shows that 
the Baltimore Area has attained and 
continues to attain the 1997 annual 
PM>.5 NAAQS. MDE assures that all 
PM>.s monitoring data for the Baltimore 


Area has been quality-assured, quality- 
controlled, and certified by the State in 
accordance with 40 CFR 58.10. 
Furthermore, EPA has thoroughly 
reviewed the most recent ambient air 
quality monitoring data for PM2s in the 
Area, as submitted by the State and 
recorded in EPA’s Air Quality System 
(AQS). The PM2.s quality-assured, 
quality-controlled, and state-certified 
2009-2012 air quality data shows that 
the Baltimore Area continues to attain 
the 1997 annual PM2; NAAQS. The 
Area’s PM2.5 annual design values for 
the 2009-2011, and 2010-2012 
monitoring periods as well as 
preliminary data for 2013 are provided 
in Table 1. 


TABLE 1—DESIGN VALUES IN THE BALTIMORE AREA FOR THE 1997 ANNUAL PM25 NAAQS 


Monitor ID 






24-003-1003 
24—-005-—1007 
24-005-3001 
24-025-1001 
24-5 10-0006 
24-510-0007 
24-5 10-0008 
24-510-0040 


Baltimore City 
Baltimore City 
Baltimore City 
Baltimore City 








The Baltimore Area’s recent 
monitoring data supports EPA’s 
previous determinations that the Area 
has attained the 1997 annual PM> 5 
NAAQS. In addition, as discussed 
subsequently with respect to the 
Baltimore Area’s maintenance plan, the 
State has committed to continue 
monitoring ambient PM2 5 
concentrations in accordance with 40 
CFR part 58. Thus, EPA is proposing to 
determine that the Baltimore Area 
continues to attain the 1997 annual 
PM>5 NAAQS. 


2. The State Has Met All Applicable 
Requirements Under Section 110 and 
Subpart 1 of the CAA and Has a Fully 
Approved SIP Under Section 110(k) of 
the CAA 


In accordance with section 
107(d)(3)(E)(v) of the CAA, the SIP 
revisions for the 1997 annual PM> ; 
NAAQS for the Baltimore Area must be 
fully approved under section 110(k) of 
the CAA and all the requirements 
applicable to the Baltimore Area under 
section 110 of the CAA (general SIP 
requirements) and part D of Title I of the 
CAA (SIP requirements for 
nonattainment areas) must be met. 


Glen Burnie, Anne Arundel County 
Padonia, Baltimore County 
Essex, Baltimore County 
Edgewood, Harford County 


Annual design value (in ug/m?) 





Monitor location 














a. Section 110 General SIP 
Requirements 


Section 110(a)(2) of Title I of the CAA 
delineates the general requirements for 
a SIP, which include enforceable 
emissions limitations and other control 
measures, means, or techniques, 
provisions for the establishment and 
operation of appropriate devices 
necessary to collect data on ambient air 
quality, and programs to enforce the 
limitations. The general SIP elements 
and requirements set forth in section 
110(a)(2) of the CAA include, but are 
not limited to the following: (1) 
Submittal of a SIP that has been adopted 
by the state after reasonable public 
notice and hearing; (2) provisions for 
establishment and operation of 
appropriate procedures needed to 
monitor ambient air quality; (3) 
implementation of a source permit 
program; provisions for the 
implementation of Part C requirements 
(PSD); (4) provisions for the 
implementation of Part D requirements 
for NSR permit programs; (5) provisions 
for air pollution modeling; and, (6) 
provisions for public and local agency 
participation in planning and emission 
control rule development. 

Section 110(a)(2)(D) of the CAA 
requires that SIPs contain certain 





2009-2011 2010-2012 2011-2013 





10.0 

10.1 9.0 
ie. 10.3 
9.8 10.3 
10.0 99 
10.2 9.3 
10.9 9.9 





measures to prevent sources in a state 
from significantly contributing to air 
quality problems in another state. To 
implement this provision, EPA has 
required certain states to establish 
programs to address the interstate 
transport of air pollutants in accordance 
with the NOx SIP Call (63 FR 57356, 
October 27, 1998), amendments to the 
NOx SIP Call (64 FR 26298, May 14, 
1999 and 65 FR 11222, March 2, 2000), 
and CAIR (70 FR 25162, May 12, 2005). 
However, section 110(a)(2)(D) of the 
CAA requirements for a state are not 
linked with a particular nonattainment 
area’s designation and classification in 
that state. EPA believes that the 
requirements linked with a particular 
nonattainment area’s designation and 
classifications are the relevant measures 
to evaluate in reviewing a redesignation 
request. The transport SIP submittal 
requirements, where applicable, 
continue to apply to a state regardless of 
the designation of any one particular 
area in the state. Thus, EPA does not 
believe that these requirements are 
applicable requirements for purposes of 
redesignation. 

In addition, EPA believes that the 
other section 110(a)(2) elements of the 
CAA which are not connected with 
nonattainment plan submissions and 
not linked with an area’s attainment 
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status are not applicable requirements 
for purposes of redesignation. The 
Baltimore Area will still be subject to 
these requirements after it is 
redesignated. EPA concludes that 
section 110(a)(2) of the CAA and part D 
requirements which are linked with a 
particular area’s designation and 
classification are the relevant measures 
to evaluate in reviewing a redesignation 
request, and that section 110(a)(2) 
elements of the CAA not linked to the 
area’s nonattainment status are not 
applicable for purposes of 
redesignation. This approach is 
consistent with EPA’s existing policy on 
applicability of conformity (i.e., for 
redesignations) and oxygenated fuels 
requirement. See Reading, 
Pennsylvania, proposed and final 
rulemakings (61 FR 53174, October 10, 
1996), (62 FR 24826, May 7, 1997); 
Cleveland-Akron-Lorain, Ohio final 
rulemaking (61 FR 20458, May 7, 1996); 
and Tampa, Florida final rulemaking (60 
FR 62748, December 7, 1995). See also 
the discussion on this issue in the 
Cincinnati, Ohio redesignation (65 FR 
37890, June 19, 2000) and in the 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania redesignation 
(66 FR 53099, October 19, 2001). 

EPA has reviewed the Maryland SIP 
and has concluded that it meets the 
general SIP requirements under section 
110(a)(2) of the CAA to the extent they 
are applicable for purposes of 
redesignation. EPA has previously 
approved provisions of Maryland’s SIP 
addressing section 110(a)(2) 
requirements, including provisions 
addressing PM>s. See 76 FR 72624, 
November 25, 2011. These requirements 
are, however, statewide requirements 
that are not linked to the PM2.s 
nonattainment status of the Baltimore 
Area. Therefore, EPA believes that these 
SIP elements are not applicable 
requirements for purposes of review of 
Maryland’s PM> 5 redesignation request. 


b. Subpart 1 Requirements 


Subpart 1 sets forth the basic 
nonattainment plan requirements 
applicable to PM2.5 nonattainment areas. 
Under section 172 of the CAA, states 
with nonattainment areas must submit 
plans providing for timely attainment 
and meet a variety of other 
requirements. The General Preamble for 
Implementation of Title I discusses the 
evaluation of these requirements in the 
context of EPA’s consideration of a 
redesignation request. The General 
Preamble sets forth EPA’s view of 
applicable requirements for purposes of 
evaluating redesignation requests when 
an area is attaining the standard. See 57 
FR 13498, April 16, 1992. 


As noted previously, EPA has 
determined that the Baltimore Area has 
attained the 1997 annual PM>.5 NAAQS. 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 51.2004(c), the 
requirement for Maryland to submit, for 
the Baltimore Area, an attainment 
demonstration and associated RACM, an 
RFP plan, contingency measures, and 
other planning SIPs related to the 
attainment of the 1997 annual PM> 5 
NAAQS are suspended until the Area is 
redesignated to attainment for the 
standard, or EPA determines that the 
Area again violated the standard, at 
which time such plans are required to 
be submitted. Since the Baltimore Area 
has attained the 1997 annual PM> ; 
NAAQS and continues to attain the 
standard, no additional measures are 
needed to provide for attainment. 
Therefore, the requirements of sections 
172(c)(1), 172(c)(2), 172(c)(6), and 
172(c)(9) of the CAA are no longer 
considered to be applicable for purposes 
of redesignation of the Baltimore Area 
for the 1997 annual PM>,5 NAAQS. 

The requirement under section 
172(c)(3) was not suspended by EPA’s 
clean data determination for the 1997 
annual PM>.5 NAAQS, and is the only 
remaining requirement under section 
172 of the CAA to be considered for 
purposes of redesignation of the 
Baltimore Area. Section 172(c)(3) of the 
CAA requires submission and approval 
of a comprehensive, accurate, and 
current inventory of actual emissions. 

On December 10, 2012 (77 FR 73313), 
EPA approved a 2002 emissions 
inventory for the 1997 annual PM? 5 
NAAQS for the Baltimore Area. The 
emissions inventory, submitted by 
Maryland on June 8, 2008 along with 
the Baltimore Area attainment plan for 
the 1997 annual PM>.; NAAQS, was 
submitted to meet the requirements of 
section 172(c)(3) of the CAA. The 2002 
comprehensive emissions inventory for 
the 1997 annual PM> >; standard 
submitted by the State included 
emissions estimates that cover the 
general source categories of point 
sources, area sources, onroad mobile 
sources, and nonroad mobile sources for 
the Baltimore Area. The pollutants that 
comprise the State’s 2002 emissions 
inventory for the Baltimore Area are 
PM>.s5, NOx, SO2, VOC, and ammonia 
(NH3). An evaluation of the 2002 
comprehensive emissions inventory for 
the Baltimore Area is provided in the 
TSD prepared by EPA for that separate 
rulemaking action. See Docket ID No. 
EPA-—R03—OAR-2010-0143. 

Section 172(c)(4) of the CAA requires 
the identification and quantification of 
allowable emissions for major new and 
modified stationary sources in an area, 
and section 172(c)(5) of the CAA 





requires source permits for the 
construction and operation of new and 
modified major stationary sources 
anywhere in the nonattainment area. 
EPA has determined that, since the PSD 
requirements will apply after 
redesignation, areas being redesignated 
need not comply with the requirement 
that a nonattainment NSR program be 
approved prior to redesignation, 
provided that the area demonstrates 
maintenance of the NAAQS without 
part D NSR. A more detailed rationale 
for this view is described in a 
memorandum from Mary Nichols, 
Assistant Administrator for Air and 
Radiation, dated October 14, 1994 
entitled, “‘Part D New Source Review 
Requirements for Areas Requesting 
Redesignation to Attainment.” 
Maryland’s PSD program for the 1997 
annual PM>,5; NAAQS will become 
effective in the Baltimore Area upon 
redesignation to attainment. See (77 FR 
45949, August 2, 2012) (approving 
revisions to Maryland’s PSD program). 

Section 172(c)(7) of the CAA requires 
the SIP to meet the applicable 
provisions of section 110(a)(2) of the 
CAA. As noted previously, EPA believes 
the Maryland SIP meets the 
requirements of section 110(a)(2) of the 
CAA that are applicable for purposes of 
redesignation. 

Section 175A of the CAA requires a 
state seeking redesignation to 
attainment to submit a SIP revision to 
provide for the maintenance of the 
NAAQS in the area “‘for at least 10 years 
after the redesignation.” In conjunction 
with its request to redesignate the 
Baltimore Area to attainment status, 
Maryland submitted a SIP revision to 
provide for maintenance of the 1997 
annual PM>5; NAAQS in the Baltimore 
Area through 2025, which is at least 10 
years after redesignation. Maryland is 
requesting that EPA approve this SIP 
revision as meeting the requirement of 
section 175A of the CAA. Once 
approved, the Baltimore Area 
maintenance plan will ensure that the 
SIP for Maryland meets the 
requirements of the CAA regarding 
maintenance of the 1997 annual PM2.s 
NAAQS for the Area. EPA’s analysis of 
the maintenance plan is provided in 
section V.B (Maintenance Plan) of this 
document. 

Section 176(c) of the CAA requires 
states to establish criteria and 
procedures to ensure that Federally 
supported or funded projects conform to 
the air quality planning goals in the 
applicable SIP. The requirement to 
determine conformity applies to 
transportation plans, programs, and 
projects developed, funded or approved 
under Title 23 of the United States Code 
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(U.S.C.) and the Federal Transit Act 
(transportation conformity) as well as to 
all other Federally supported or funded 
projects (general conformity). State 
transportation conformity SIP revisions 
must be consistent with Federal 
conformity regulations relating to 
consultation, enforcement and 
enforceability which EPA promulgated 
pursuant to its authority under the CAA. 
EPA interprets the conformity SIP 
requirements as not applying for 
purposes of evaluating the redesignation 
request under section 107(d) of the CAA 
because state conformity rules are still 
required after redesignation and Federal 
conformity rules apply where state rules 
have not been approved. See Wall v. 
EPA, 265 F.3d 426, (6th Cir. 2001) 
(upholding this interpretation). See also 
(60 FR 62748, December 7, 1995) 
(discussing Tampa, Florida). 


Thus, for purposes of redesignating 
the Baltimore Area to attainment for the 
1997 annual PM2;5 NAAQS, EPA 
determines that the Area has meet all 
applicable SIP requirements under part 
D of Title I of the CAA. 


c. Maryland Has a Fully Approved 
Applicable SIP Under Section 110(k) of 
the CAA 


EPA has fully approved all applicable 
requirements of the Maryland SIP for 
the Baltimore Area for purposes of 
redesignaton to attainment for the 1997 
annual PM>; NAAQS in accordance 
with section 110(k) of the CAA. 


3. Permanent and Enforceable 
Reductions in Emissions 


For redesignating a nonattainment 
area to attainment, section 
107(d)(3)(E)(iii) of the CAA requires 


EPA to determine that the air quality 
improvement in the area is due to 
permanent and enforceable reductions 
in emissions resulting from 
implementation of the SIP and 
applicable Federal air pollution control 
regulations and other permanent and 
enforceable reductions. Maryland’s 
redesignation request indicates that a 
variety of federal vehicle control 
programs have created emission 
reductions that contributed to 
attainment in 2007. In making this 
demonstration, Maryland has calculated 
the change in emissions for the on-road 
sector between 2002, one of the years 
used to designate the Area as 
nonattainment, and 2007, one of the 
years the Area monitored attainment, as 
shown in Table 2. 


TABLE 2—COMPARISON OF 2002 NONATTAINMENT YEAR AND 2007 ATTAINMENT YEAR REDUCTIONS FOR ON ROAD 





The reduction in emissions and the 
corresponding improvement in air 
quality from 2002 to 2007 in the 
Baltimore Area can be attributed to a 
number of regulatory control measures 
that have been implemented in the 
Baltimore Area and contributing areas 
in recent years. An evaluation of the 
State’s 2002 comprehensive emissions 
inventory for the Baltimore Area is 
provided in the TSD prepared by EPA 
for the December 7, 2012 rulemaking 
action approving the base year 
inventory. See Docket ID No. EPA—R03- 
OAR-2010-0143. An evaluation of the 
2007 emissions inventory is provided in 
EPA’s emissions inventory TSD dated 
July 23, 2014, which is available in the 
docket for this proposed rulemaking 
action. 


a. Federal Measures Implemented 


Reductions in PM> 5 precursor 
emissions have occurred statewide and 
in upwind states as a result of Federal 
emission control measures, with 
additional emission reductions expected 
to occur in the future. The Tier 2 
Emission Standards for Vehicles and 
Gasoline Sulfur Standards (Tier 2 
Standards) have resulted in lower NOx 
and SO> emissions from all new 


EMISSIONS IN THE BALTIMORE AREA (TPY) 


passenger vehicles, including sport 
utility vehicles, minivans, vans, and 
pick-up trucks. The Federal rules were 
phased in between 2004 and 2009. EPA 
has estimated that, after phasing in the 
new requirements, new vehicles emit 
less NOx in the following percentages: 
Passenger cars (light duty vehicles)—77 
percent; light duty trucks, minivans, 
and sports utility vehicles—86 percent; 
and larger sports utility vehicles, vans, 
and heavier trucks—69-95 percent. EPA 
expects fleet wide average emissions to 
decline by similar percentages as new 
vehicles replace older vehicles. The Tier 
2 standards also reduced the sulfur 
content of gasoline to 30 parts per 
million (ppm) beginning in January 
2006, which reflects up to a 90 percent 
reduction in sulfur content. 


EPA issued the Heavy-Duty Diesel 
Engine Rule in July 2000. This rule 
includes standards limiting the sulfur 
content of diesel fuel, which went into 
effect in 2004. A second phase took 
effect in 2007 which reduced PM> 5 
emissions from heavy-duty highway 
engines and further reduced the 
highway diesel fuel sulfur content to 15 
ppm. The total program is estimated to 
achieve a 90 percent reduction in direct 
PM> > emissions and a 95 percent 


109,892.72 










Decrease 





















2,025.51 385.34 1,640.17 
76,060.01 49,140.12 26,219.89 
2,344.86 1,789.28 555.52 
28,060.25 19,998.51 8,061.74 
1,402.09 91.77 1,310. 32 





37,787.64 





71,405.02 


reduction in NOx emissions for these 
new engines using low sulfur diesel, 
compared to existing engines using 
higher sulfur diesel fuel. The reduction 
in fuel sulfur content also yielded an 
immediate reduction in particulate 
sulfate emissions from all diesel 
vehicles. 

On June 29, 2004 (69 FR 38958), EPA 
promulgated the Nonroad Diesel Rule 
for large nonroad diesel engines, such as 
those used in construction, agriculture, 
and mining, to be phased in between 
2008 and 2014. The rule phased in 
requirements for reducing the sulfur 
content of diesel used in nonroad diesel 
engines. The reduction in sulfur content 
prevents damage to the more advanced 
emission control systems needed to 
meet the engine standards. It will also 
reduce fine particulate emissions from 
diesel engines. The rule also reduces the 
sulfur content in nonroad diesel fuel by 
over 99%. Prior to 2006, nonroad diesel 
fuel averaged approximately 3,400 ppm 
sulfur. Starting in 2007, this rule limited 
nonroad diesel sulfur content to 500 
ppm, with a further reduction to 15 ppm 
in 2010. The combined engine standards 
and the sulfur in fuel reductions will 
reduce NOx and PM emissions from 
large nonroad engines by over 90%, 
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compared to current nonroad engines 
using higher sulfur content diesel. 

In November 2002, EPA promulgated 
emission standards for groups of 
previously unregulated nonroad 
engines. These engines include large 
spark-ignition engines such as those 
used in forklifts, airport ground service 
equipment, and farm and construction 
equipment; recreational vehicles using 
spark-ignition engines such as off 
highway motorcycles, all-terrain 
vehicles and snowmobiles; and 
recreational marine diesel engines. 
Emission standards from large spark- 
ignition engines were implemented in 
two tiers, with Tier 1 starting in 2004 
and Tier 2 in 2007. Recreational vehicle 
emission standards were phased in from 
2006 through 2012. Marine diesel 
engine standards were phased in from 
2006 through 2009. With full 
implementation of the entire nonroad 
spark-ignition engine and recreational 
engine standards, an 80% reduction in 
NOx is expected by 2020. 


B. Maintenance Plan 


On December 12, 2013, MDE 
submitted a maintenance plan for the 
Baltimore Area for the 1997 annual 
PM>.5 NAAQS pursuant to section 175A 
of the CAA. EPA’s analysis for 
proposing approval of the maintenance 
plan is provided in this section. 


1. Attainment Emissions Inventory 


Section 172(c)(3) requires states to 
submit a comprehensive, accurate, 
current inventory of actual emissions 
from all sources in the nonattainment 
area. For a maintenance plan, states are 
required to submit an inventory to 
identify the level of emissions in the 
area which is sufficient to attain the 
NAAQS, referred to as the attainment 
inventory (or the maintenance plan base 
year inventory), and which should be 
based on actual emissions. MDE 
submitted an attainment inventory for 
2007, one of the years in the period 
during which the Baltimore Area 
monitored attainment of the 1997 
annual PM); standard. The attainment 
inventory is comprised of NOx, PM2s, 
SO>2, VOC, and NH3 emissions from 
point sources, nonpoint sources, onroad 
mobile sources, and nonroad mobile 
sources. 

For the 2007 emissions inventory for 
point, nonpoint, and nonroad source 
categories, MDE submitted the 2007 
Version 3 emissions inventory 
developed through the Mid-Atlantic 
Regional Air Management Association 
(MARAMA) regional planning process. 
Details related to the development of the 
2007 emissions inventory can be found 
in the January 23, 2012 MARAMA TSD 


entitled “Technical Support Document 
for the Development of the 2007 
Emissions Inventory for the Regional 
Air Quality Modeling in the Northeast/ 
Mid-Atlantic Region Version 3.3”, 
which may be found in Appendix D of 
the State’s submittal, and is available in 
the docket for this proposed rulemaking 
action. 

The 2007 point source inventory 
includes emissions from EGUs and non- 
EGU sources as developed by MARAMA 
in consultation with MDE. The 
nonpoint source emissions inventory for 
2007 was developed using 2007 specific 
activity data along with EPA emission 
factors and the most recently available 
emission calculation methodologies. 
The 2007 nonroad mobile source 
emissions was generated using EPA’s 
National Mobile Inventory Model 
(NMIM) 2008, which used the 
NONROAD 2008a emissions model. 
Since marine, air and rail/locomotive 
(MAR) emissions are not part of the 
NONROAD model, they were calculated 
separately outside of the NONROAD 
model using the most recent 
methodologies and inputs. 

The 2007 onroad mobile source 
inventory was developed by using 
EPA’s highway mobile source emissions 
model MOVES2010a. A mix of default 
and local data was used to develop the 
inventory. The 2007 onroad emissions 
inventory, including a summary of the 
methodology and data assumptions 
used for the analysis may be found in 
Appendix F of the State’s submittal, 
which is available in the docket for this 
proposed rulemaking action. 

EPA has reviewed the documentation 
provided by MDE and found the 
emissions inventory to be approvable. 
For more information on the 2007 
inventory submitted by MDE and EPA’s 
analysis of the inventory, see Appendix 
A of the State’s submittal and EPA’s 
emissions inventory TSD dated July 23, 
2014, both of which are available in the 
docket for this proposed rulemaking 
action. 


2. Maintenance Demonstration 


Section 175A requires a state seeking 
redesignation to attainment to submit a 
SIP revision to provide for the 
maintenance of the NAAQS in the area 
“for at least 10 years after the 
redesignation.” EPA has interpreted this 
as a showing of maintenance “‘for a 
period of ten years following 
redesignation.” Where the emissions 
inventory method of showing 
maintenance is used, its purpose is to 
show that emissions during the 
maintenance period will not increase 
over the attainment year inventory. See 


1992 Calcagni Memorandum, pages 9— 


10. 
For a demonstration of maintenance, 


emissions inventories are required to be 
projected to future dates to assess the 
influence of future growth and controls; 
however, the maintenance 
demonstration need not be based on 
modeling. See Wall v. EPA, supra; 
Sierra Club v. EPA, supra. See also 66 
FR 53099-53100; 68 FR 25430-32. The 
measures described in subsection A.3 of 
section V (Permanent and Enforceable 
Reductions in Emissions) of this 
proposed rulemaking action achieved 
the reduction in emissions from point, 
area, and mobile sources in the Area 
that led to attainment in 2007, and will 
continue through 2025. In addition, 
some of the nonroad and on-road 
measures that helped the Area attain the 
standard in 2007 have requirements 
which became applicable after 2007, 
and will help maintain the standard 
during the 10 year maintenance period. 
In addition to the measures described in 
subsection A.3 of section V, Maryland’s 
Healthy Air Act (HAA) regulation will 
help to ensure the continuing decline of 
SO» and NOx emissions in the Area 
during the maintenance period and 
beyond. Maryland’s HAA regulation 
requires emission reductions of NOx 
and SO> from large coal-fired power 
plants in Maryland, and will limit 
emissions from the Brandon Shores, 
Herbert A. Wagner, and C.P. Crane 
Generating Stations, all of which are 
located in the Baltimore Area. See 73 FR 
51599, September 4, 2008 (approving 
Maryland’s HAA regulation into the 
Maryland SIP). The HAA was phased in 
starting in 2009 with a second phase 
that started in 2012. At full 
implementation, the HAA will reduce 
NOx and SO: emissions from affected 
units by 65 percent and 80 percent, 
respectively, from 2002 levels. 

To show that the Baltimore Area will 
remain in attainment, MDE uses 
projection inventories derived by 
applying appropriate growth and 
control factors to the 2007 attainment 
year emissions inventory. MDE 
developed projection inventories for an 
interim year of 2017 and a maintenance 
plan end year of 2025 to show that 
future emissions of SO2, NOx, PMo:s, 
VOC, and NHs, will remain at or below 
the 2007 emissions levels throughout 
the Baltimore Area through the year 
2025. 

For EGU emissions, the Department of 
Energy 2011 Annual Energy Outlook 
growth factors, delineated by region and 
fuel, were used to develop the projected 
EGU emissions. Non-EGU emissions 
were developed using employment 
projections and other state specific 
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emission data. Nonpoint emissions for 
2017 and 2025 were developed by 
applying the appropriate growth and 
control factors to the 2007 inventory. 
Nonroad source emissions for 2017 and 
2025 were developed using growth 
factors from EPA’s NMIM2008 model. 
On-road emissions for 2017 and 2025 
were developed using EPA’s 


MOVES2010a mobile source inventory 
model. 

EPA has determined that the 
emissions inventories discussed above 
as provided by MDE are approvable. For 
detailed information on the projected 
inventories, see Appendices B and C of 
the State submittal, and for more 
information on EPA’s analysis of the 


emissions inventory, see EPA’s 
emissions inventory TSD dated July 23, 
2014, all of which are available in the 
docket for this proposed rulemaking 
action. Table 3 shows the inventories for 
the 2007 attainment year, the 2017 
interim year, and the 2025 maintenance 
plan end year for the Baltimore Area. 


TABLE 3—COMPARISION OF 2007 ATTAINMENT YEAR INVENTORY WITH 2017 AND 2025 PROJECTED EMISSIONS IN THE 





Table 3 shows that between 2007 and 
2017, the Baltimore Area is projected to 
reduce SO2 emissions by 76.1 percent, 
NOx emissions by 40.6 percent, PM25 
emissions by 13.8 percent, NH3 by 5.1 
percent, and VOC by 27.3 percent. 
Between 2007 and 2025, the Baltimore 
Area is projected to reduce SO> 
emissions by 76.2 percent, NOx 
emissions by 50.0 percent, PM2.s 
emissions by 14.7 percent, NH3 by 4.5 
percent and VOC by 31.2 percent. The 
projected emissions inventories show 
that the Baltimore Area will continue to 
maintain the 1997 annual PM2 5 NAAQS 
during the 10 year maintenance period. 


3. Monitoring Network 


There are eight PM>s monitors in the 
Baltimore Area. EPA has determined 
that Maryland’s maintenance plan 
includes a commitment to continue to 
operate its EPA-approved monitoring 
network, as necessary to demonstrate 
ongoing compliance with the NAAQS. 
The Baltimore Area maintenance plan 
includes the State’s commitment to 
continue to operate and maintain its 
PM>:s air quality monitoring network, 
consistent with EPA’s monitoring 
requirements, as necessary to 
demonstrate ongoing compliance with 
the 1997 annual PM25 NAAQS. In its 
December 12, 2013 submittal, Maryland 
states that it will consult with EPA prior 
to making any necessary changes to the 
network and will continue to quality 
assure the monitoring data in 
accordance with the requirements of 40 
CFR part 58. 


4. Verification of Continued Attainment 


To provide for tracking of the 
emission levels in the Baltimore Area, 
MDE will periodically update the 


BALTIMORE AREA (TPY) 


103,510 
116,595 
19,005 
64,416 
4,117 





emissions inventory, consisting of 
annual and periodic evaluations. 
Annual emissions updates of stationary 
sources, the Highway Performance 
Monitoring System vehicle miles 
travelled data reported to the Federal 
Highway Administration, and other 
growth indicators, which will be 
compared to the growth assumptions to 
determine if the projected growth and 
observed growth are consistent. MDE 
will also submit comprehensive tracking 
inventories to EPA every three years as 
required by EPA’s Air Emissions 
Reporting Requirements (AERR) or as 
required by other federal regulations 
during the maintenance plan period. 


5. Contingency Measures 


The contingency plan provisions for 
maintenance plans are designed to 
promptly correct a violation of the 
NAAQS that occurs after redesignation. 
Section 175A of the CAA requires that 
a maintenance plan include such 
contingency measures as EPA deems 
necessary to ensure that a state will 
promptly correct a violation of the 
NAAQS that occurs after redesignation. 
The maintenance plan should identify 
the events that would “trigger” the 
adoption and implementation of a 
contingency measure(s), the 
contingency measure(s) that would be 
adopted and implemented, and the 
schedule indicating the time frame by 
which the state would adopt and 
implement the measure{(s). 

Maryland’s maintenance plan outlines 
the procedures for the adoption and 
implementation of contingency 
measures to further reduce emissions 
should a violation occur. These 
procedures would be triggered in one of 








307,643 161,051 147,305 146,592 





Change from 


Change from 
2007-2025 


2007-2017 








58,346 
2,800 
20,114 
187 





160,337 


three situations: (1) When the annual 
actual emissions of SO., NOx, or PM> 5 
exceed the attainment year inventories 
that are identified in Table 3, (2) when 
there is an annual exceedance (annual 
average for one year at a federal 
reference method monitor located in the 
Baltimore Area) of 15.0 ug/m; or, (3) 
When there is any violation (three year 
average of the annual average at a 
federal reference method monitor 
located in the Baltimore Area) of 15.0 
ug/m* or greater. 

If any future year emissions inventory 
indicates that the Baltimore Area’s total 
emissions of SO>, NOx, or PM>5 exceeds 
the attainment year levels, MDE would 
first perform an audit to determine if 
inventory refinements are needed, 
including a review of whether 
appropriate models, control strategies, 
monitoring strategies, planning 
assumptions, industrial throughput, and 
production data were used in the 
attainment year and future year 
projections. If the audit does not 
reconcile the emissions exceedances, 
MDE will implement one or more of the 
contingency measures identified in the 
plan. If an annual exceedance of 15.0 
ug/m* occurs, MDE commits to 
implementing one of the contingency 
measures identified for additional 
emission reductions, and if a violation 
occurs, MDE commits to implementing 
two or more of the contingency 
measures to correct the violation. 

As explained in greater detail in the 
Baltimore Area maintenance plan, the 
candidate contingency measures 
include the following: (1) PM2.5 RACM 
determinations; (2) NOx RACM 
determination; (3) Non Road diesel 
emission reduction strategies; (4) low 
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sulfur home heating oil requirements; 
(5) alternative fuel and diesel retrofit 
programs for fleet vehicle operations; 
and, (6) wet suppression upgrade 
requirements for concrete 
manufacturing. EPA finds that the 
Baltimore Area maintenance plan 
includes appropriate contingency 
measures as necessary to ensure MDE 
will promptly correct any violation of 
the NAAQS that occurs after 
redesignation. Finally, the maintenance 
plan establishes a schedule for 
implementation of contingency 
measures if needed, and MDE has 
committed to full implementation of 
contingency measures or programs 
within 24 months after notification by 
EPA that contingency measures must be 
implemented or 27 months after quality 
assured data indicates an exceedance or 
violation has occurred. For all of the 
reasons discussed above, EPA is 
proposing to approve the 1997 annual 
PM>.5 maintenance plan for the 
Baltimore Area as meeting the 
requirements of section 175A of the 
CAA. 


C. Transportation Conformity 


Section 176(c) of the CAA requires 
Federal actions in nonattainment and 
maintenance areas to ‘‘conform to” the 
goals of SIPs. This means that such 
actions will not cause or contribute to 
violations of a NAAQS, worsen the 
severity of an existing violation, or 
delay timely attainment of any NAAQS 
or any interim milestone. Actions 
involving Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) or Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) funding 
or approval are subject to the 
transportation conformity rule (40 CFR 
Part 93, subpart A). Under this rule, 
metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPOs) in nonattainment and 
maintenance areas coordinate with state 
air quality and transportation agencies, 
EPA, and the FHWA and FTA to 
demonstrate that their long range 
transportation plans and transportation 
improvement programs (TIP) conform to 
applicable SIPs. This is typically 
determined by showing that estimated 
emissions from existing and planned 
highway and transit systems are less 
than or equal to the MVEBs contained 
in the SIP. 

On December 12, 2013, Maryland 
submitted a SIP revision that contains 
the 2017 and 2025 PM>; and NOx 
onroad mobile source budgets for the 
Baltimore Area. Maryland did not 
provide emission budgets for SO», VOC, 
and NH; because it concluded, 
consistent with the presumptions 
regarding these precursors in the 
Transportation Conformity Rule at 40 


CFR 93.102(b)(2)(v), which predated 
and was not disturbed by the litigation 
on the 1997 PM2.s Implementation Rule, 
that emissions of these precursors from 
motor vehicles are not significant 
contributors to the Area’s PM); air 
quality problem. EPA issued conformity 
regulations to implement the 1997 
annual PM>;5 NAAQS in July 2004 and 
May 2005 (69 FR 40004, July 1, 2004 
and 70 FR 24280, May 6, 2005). Those 
actions were not part of the final rule 
remanded to EPA by the D.C. Circuit 
Court in NRDC v. EPA, No. 08-1250 
(January 4, 2013), in which the D.C. 
Circuit Court remanded to EPA the 1997 
PM>.5 Implementation Rule because it 
concluded that EPA must implement 
that NAAQS pursuant to the PM- 
specific implementation provisions of 
subpart 4, rather than solely under the 
general provisions of subpart 1. That 
decision does not affect EPA’s proposed 
approval of the MVEBs for the Baltimore 
Area. The MVEBs are presented in Table 
4, 


TABLE 4—MVEBS FOR BALTIMORE 
AREA, MARYLAND FOR THE 1997 
PM25 NAAQS IN TPY 


——_—__——_—_—— 


Year PM> 5 NOx 
Ce 
PONT mic6e | 1,218.60 | 29,892.01 
POP ses cccces 1,051.39 | 21,594.96 


EPA’s substantive criteria for 
determining adequacy of MVEBs are set 
out in 40 CFR 93.118(e)(4). 
Additionally, to approve the MVEBs, 
EPA must complete a thorough review 
of the SIP, in this case the PM2s 
maintenance plan, and conclude that 
with the projected level of motor vehicle 
and all other emissions, the SIP will 
achieve its overall purpose, in this case 
providing for maintenance of the 1997 
annual PM2.; NAAQS. EPA’s process for 
determining adequacy of a MVEB 
consists of three basic steps: (1) 
Providing public notification of a SIP 
submission; (2) providing the public the 
opportunity to comment on the MVEB 
during a public comment period; and, 
(3) EPA taking action on the MVEB. 

On April 30, 2014, EPA initiated an 
adequacy review of the MVEBs for the 
1997 annual PM>.; NAAQS that 
Maryland included in its redesignation 
request submittal. As such, a notice of 
the submission of these MVEBs were 
posted on the adequacy Web site (http:// 
www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/ 
transconf/currsips.htm). The public 
comment period closed on May 30, 
2014. There were no public comments 
received. EPA is acting on making the 
adequacy finding final through a 
separate notice of adequacy. EPA has 





reviewed the MVEBs and found them 
consistent with the maintenance plan 
and found that the budgets meet the 
criteria for adequacy and approval. 
Therefore, EPA is proposing to approve 
the 2017 and 2025 PM>.s5 and NOx 
MVEBs for the Baltimore Area for 
transportation conformity purposes. 
Additional information pertaining to the 
review of the MVEBs can be found in 
the transportation conformity TSD dated 
May 20, 2014, available in the docket for 
this proposed rulemaking action. 


VI. Proposed Actions 


EPA is proposing to approve the 
request submitted by Maryland to 
redesignate the Baltimore Area from 
nonattainment to attainment for the 
1997 annual PM>.5 NAAQS. EPA has 
evaluated the State’s redesignation 
request and determined that it meets the 
redesignation criteria set forth in section 
107(d)(3)(E) of the CAA for the 1997 
annual PM> +s standard. The monitoring 
data demonstrates that the Baltimore 
Area has attained the 1997 annual PM2:s 
NAAQS, and, for the reasons discussed 
previously, that it will continue to attain 
the 1997 annual PM>,5 NAAQS. EPA is 
also proposing to approve the 
maintenance plan for the Baltimore 
Area as a revision to the Maryland SIP 
for the 1997 annual PM>; standard 
because the plan meets the requirements 
of CAA section 175A for the standard, 
as described previously in this proposed 
rulemaking notice. In addition, EPA is 
proposing to approve the 2017 and 2025 
PM>.s and NOx MVEBs for the Baltimore 
Area for transportation conformity 
purposes. Final approval of the 
redesignation request would change the 
official designation of the Baltimore 
Area from nonattainment to attainment 
as found at 40 CFR part 81, for the 1997 
annual PM> 5 NAAQS, and would 
incorporate into the Maryland SIP the 
maintenance plan ensuring continued 
attainment of the 1997 annual PM2:s 
NAAQS in the Area for 10 years after 
redesignation. EPA is soliciting public 
comments on the issues discussed in 
this document. These comments will be 
considered before taking final action. 


VII. Statutory and Executive Order 
Reviews 


Under the CAA, the Administrator is 
required to approve a SIP submission 
that complies with the provisions of the 
CAA and applicable Federal regulations. 
42 U.S.C. 7410(k); 40 CFR 52.02(a). 
Thus, in reviewing SIP submissions, 
EPA’s role is to approve state choices, 
provided that they meet the criteria of 
the CAA. Accordingly, this action 
merely proposes to approve state law as 
meeting Federal requirements and does 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Proposed Rules 


59717 





not impose additional requirements 
beyond those imposed by state law. For 
that reason, this proposed action: 

e is nota “significant regulatory 
action” subject to review by the Office 
of Management and Budget under 
Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, 
October 4, 1993); 

e does not impose an information 
collection burden under the provisions 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.); 

e is certified as not having a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.); 

e does not contain any unfunded 
mandate or significantly or uniquely 
affect small governments, as described 
in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-4); 

e does not have Federalism 
implications as specified in Executive 
Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 
1999); 

e isnot an economically significant 
regulatory action based on health or 
safety risks subject to Executive Order 
13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997); 

e is nota significant regulatory action 
subject to Executive Order 13211 (66 FR 
28355, May 22, 2001); 

e is not subject to requirements of 
Section 12(d) of the National 
Technology Transfer and Advancement 
Act of 1995 (15 U.S.C. 272 note) because 
application of those requirements would 
be inconsistent with the CAA; and 

e does not provide EPA with the 
discretionary authority to address, as 
appropriate, disproportionate human 
health or environmental effects, using 
practicable and legally permissible 
methods, under Executive Order 12898 
(59 FR 7629, February 16, 1994). 

In addition, this rule proposing to 
approve Maryland’s redesignation 
request, associated maintenance plan, 
and MVEBs for transportation 
conformity purposes for the Baltimore 
Area for the 1997 annual PM>; NAAQS 
does not have tribal implications as 
specified by Executive Order 13175 (65 
FR 67249, November 9, 2000), because 
the SIP is not approved to apply in 
Indian country located in the state, and 
EPA notes that it will not impose 
substantial direct costs on tribal 
governments or preempt tribal law. 


List of Subjects 


40 CFR Part 52 


Environmental protection, Air 
pollution control, Incorporation by 
reference, Nitrogen oxides, Particulate 
matter, Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Sulfur oxides, Volatile 
organic compounds. 





40 CFR Part 81 
Environmental protection, Air 
pollution control, National parks, 
Wilderness areas. 
Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. 
Dated: September 15, 2014. 
William C. Early, 
Acting Regional Administrator, Region III. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23638 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Office of Inspector General 


42 CFR Parts 1001 and 1003 
RIN 0936-AA06 


Medicare and State Health Care 
Programs: Fraud and Abuse; 
Revisions to Safe Harbors Under the 
Anti-Kickback Statute, and Civil 
Monetary Penalty Rules Regarding 
Beneficiary Inducements and 
Gainsharing 


AGENCY: Office of Inspector General 
(OIG), HHS. 


ACTION: Proposed rule. 





SUMMARY: This proposed rule would 
amend the safe harbors to the anti- 
kickback statute and the civil monetary 
penalty (CMP) rules under the authority 
of the Office of Inspector General (OIG). 
The proposed rule would add new safe 
harbors, some of which codify statutory 
changes set forth in the Medicare 
Prescription Drug, Improvement, and 
Modernization Act of 2003 (MMA) and 
the Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act, Public Law 111-148, 124 Stat. 
119 (2010), as amended by the Health 
Care and Education Reconciliation Act 
of 2010, Public Law 111-152, 124 Stat. 
1029 (2010) (ACA), and all of which 
would protect certain payment practices 
and business arrangements from 
criminal prosecution or civil sanctions 
under the anti-kickback statute. We also 
propose to codify revisions to the 
definition of “remuneration,’”’ added by 
the Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997 
and ACA, and add a gainsharing CMP 
provision in our regulations. 

DATES: To ensure consideration, 
comments must be delivered to the 
address provided below by no later than 
5 p.m. Eastern Standard Time on 
December 2, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: In commenting, please 
reference file code OIG—403-P3. 
Because of staff and resource 
limitations, we cannot accept comments 
by facsimile (FAX) transmission. 


However, you may submit comments 
using one of three ways (no duplicates, 
please): 

1. Electronically. You may submit 
electronically through the Federal 
eRulemaking Portal at http:// 
www.regulations.gov. (Attachments 
should be in Microsoft Word, if 
possible.) 

2. By regular, express, or overnight 
mail. You may mail your printed or 
written submissions to the following 
address: 

Patrice Drew, Office of Inspector General, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
Attention: OIG—403-P, Room 5269, Cohen 
Building, 330 Independence Avenue SW., 
Room 5269, Washington, DC 20201. 


Please allow sufficient time for mailed 
comments to be received before the 
close of the comment period. 

3. By hand or courier. You may 
deliver, by hand or courier, before the 
close of the comment period, your 
printed or written comments to: 

Patrice Drew, Office of Inspector General, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
Cohen Building, 330 Independence Avenue 
SW., Room 5269, Washington, DC 20201. 

Because access to the interior of the 
Cohen Building is not readily available 
to persons without Federal Government 
identification, commenters are 
encouraged to schedule their delivery 
with one of our staff at (202) 619-1368. 

Inspection of Public Comments: All 
comments received before the end of the 
comment period will be posted on 
http://www.regulations.gov for public 
viewing. Hard copies will also be 
available for public inspection at the 
Office of Inspector General, Department 
of Health and Human Services, Cohen 
Building, 330 Independence Avenue 
SW., Washington, DC 20201, Monday 
through Friday from 8:30 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
To schedule an appointment to view 
public comments, phone (202) 619-— 
1368. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Heather Westphal, Office of Counsel to 
the Inspector General, (202) 619-0335, 
for questions relating to the proposed 
rule. 


Executive Summary 


A. Need For Regulatory Action 


MMA and ACA include exceptions to 
the anti-kickback statute, and BBA of 
1997 and ACA include exceptions to the 
definition of ‘“‘remuneration” under the 
civil monetary penalties law. OIG 
proposes to codify those changes here. 
At the same time, OIG proposes 
additional changes to make technical 
corrections to an existing regulation and 
proposes new safe harbors to the anti- 
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kickback statute to protect certain 
services that the industry has expressed 
an interest in offering and that we 
believe could be, if properly structured 
and with appropriate safeguards, low 
risk to Federal health care programs. 
Finally, the civil monetary penalties law 
includes a gainsharing CMP provision 
that has yet to be codified in 
regulations. We propose to interpret and 
codify that provision in this proposed 
rule. 


B. Summary of Major Provisions 


1. Anti-Kickback Statute and Safe 
Harbors 


We propose to amend 42 CFR 
1001.952 by modifying certain existing 
safe harbors to the anti-kickback statute 
and by adding safe harbors that provide 
new protections or codify certain 
existing statutory protections. These 
changes include: 

e A technical correction to the 
existing safe harbor for referral services; 
e protection for certain cost-sharing 

waivers, including: 

e Pharmacy waivers of cost-sharing 
for financially needy Medicare Part D 
beneficiaries; and 

e waivers of cost-sharing for 
emergency ambulance services 
furnished by State- or municipality- 
owned ambulance services; 

e protection for certain remuneration 
between Medicare Advantage 
organizations and federally qualified 
health centers; 

e protection for discounts by 
manufacturers on drugs furnished to 
beneficiaries under the Medicare 
Coverage Gap Discount Program; and 

e protection for free or discounted 
local transportation services that meet 
specified criteria. 


2. Civil Monetary Penalty Authorities 


We propose to amend the definition 
of “‘remuneration’’ in the CMP 
regulations at 42 CFR 1003 by adding 
certain statutory exceptions for: 

e Copayment reductions for certain 
hospital outpatient department services; 
e certain remuneration that poses a 
low risk of harm and promotes access to 

care; 

* coupons, rebates, or other retailer 
reward programs that meet specified 
requirements; 

e certain remuneration to financially 
needy individuals; and 

* copayment waivers for the first fill 
of generic drugs. 

We also propose to codify the 
gainsharing CMP set forth in section 
1128A(b) of the Social Security Act (the 
Act) (42 U.S.C. 1320a—7a(b)). 





C. Costs and Benefits 


There are no significant costs 
associated with the proposed regulatory 
revisions that would impose any 
mandates on State, local, or tribal 
governments or on the private sector. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice of proposed rulemaking is part of 
a rulemaking that was identified in the 
Unified Agenda by the title ‘““Medicare 
and State Health Care Programs: Fraud 
and Abuse; Revisions to the Office of 
Inspector General’s Safe Harbors Under 
the Anti-Kickback Statute, Exclusion 
Authorities, and Civil Monetary Penalty 
Rules.’’ OIG has proposed additional 
rulemaking in the following areas: CMP 
authorities (42 CFR part 1003); inflation 
adjustment for CMPs (42 CFR part 
1003); and exclusion authorities and the 
duties and responsibilities of State 
Medicaid Fraud Control Units (MFCUs) 
42 CFR parts 1000, 1001, 1002, and 
1006. Each of the proposed rules is a 
stand-alone, independent rule, and thus, 
one can comment meaningfully on this 
proposed rule independent of the 
proposed rules concerning CMP 
authorities, inflation adjustment for 
CMPs, exclusion authorities, or 
authorities and duties of the MFCUs. 


I. Background 


A, Anti-Kickback Statute and Safe 
Harbors 


Section 1128B(b) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
1320a—7b(b), the anti-kickback statute) 
provides criminal penalties for 
individuals or entities that knowingly 
and willfully offer, pay, solicit, or 
receive remuneration in order to induce 
or reward the referral of business 
reimbursable under Federal health care 
programs, as defined in section 1128B(f) 
of the Act. The offense is classified as 
a felony and is punishable by fines of 
up to $25,000 and imprisonment for up 
to 5 years. Violations may also result in 
the imposition of CMPs under section 
1128A(a)(7) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a— 
7a(a)(7)), program exclusion under 
section 1128(b)(7) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
1320a—7(b)(7)), and liability under the 
False Claims Act (31 U.S.C. 3729-33). 

The types of remuneration covered 
specifically include, without limitation, 
kickbacks, bribes, and rebates, whether 
made directly or indirectly, overtly or 
covertly, in cash or in kind. In addition, 
prohibited conduct includes not only 
the payment of remuneration intended 
to induce or reward referrals of patients, 
but also the payment of remuneration 
intended to induce or reward the 
purchasing, leasing, or ordering of, or 
arranging for or recommending the 
purchasing, leasing, or ordering of, any 
good, facility, service, or item 


reimbursable by any Federal health care 
program. 

Because of the broad reach of the 
statute, concern was expressed that 
some relatively innocuous commercial 
arrangements were covered by the 
statute and, therefore, potentially 
subject to criminal prosecution. In 
response, Congress enacted section 14 of 
the Medicare and Medicaid Patient and 
Program Protection Act of 1987, Public 
Law 100-93 (section 1128B(b)(3)(E) of 
the Act), which specifically requires the 
development and promulgation of 
regulations, the so-called safe harbor 
provisions, that would specify various 
payment and business practices that 
would not be treated as criminal 
offenses under the anti-kickback statute, 
even though they may potentially be 
capable of inducing referrals of business 
under the Federal health care programs. 

Section 205 of the Health Insurance 
Portability and Accountability Act of 
1996, Public Law 104-191, established 
section 1128D of the Act, which 
includes criteria for modifying and 
establishing safe harbors. Specifically, 
section 1128D(a)(2) of the Act provides 
that, in modifying and establishing safe 
harbors, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services (Secretary) may 
consider whether a specified payment 
practice may result in: 

e An increase or decrease in access to 
health care services; 

e an increase or decrease in the 
quality of health care services; 

e an increase or decrease in patient 
freedom of choice among health care 
providers; 

e an increase or decrease in 
competition among health care 
providers; 

e an increase or decrease in the 
ability of health care facilities to provide 
services in medically underserved areas 
or to medically underserved 
populations; 

e an increase or decrease in the cost 
to Federal health care programs; 

e an increase or decrease in the 
potential overutilization of health care 
services; 

e the existence or nonexistence of any 
potential financial benefit to a health 
care professional or provider, which 
benefit may vary depending on whether 
the health care professional or provider 
decides to order a health care item or 
service or arrange for a referral of health 
care items or services to a particular 
practitioner or | eenene 

e any other factors the Secretary 
deems appropriate in the interest of 
preventing fraud and abuse in Federal 
health care programs. 

Since July 29, 1991, we have 
published in the Federal Register a 
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series of final regulations establishing 
safe harbors in various areas.! These 
provisions have been developed ‘‘to 
limit the reach of the statute somewhat 
by permitting certain non-abusive 
arrangements, while encouraging 
beneficial or innocuous arrangements.”’ 
(56 FR 35952, 35958 (July 29, 1991).) 
Many of the safe harbors create new 
exemptions, while other safe harbors 
interpret exceptions already 
promulgated by statute. 

Health care providers and others may 
voluntarily seek to comply with safe 
harbors so that they have the assurance 
that their business practices will not be 
subject to enforcement action under the 
anti-kickback statute, the CMP provision 
for anti-kickback violations, or the 
program exclusion authority related to 
kickbacks. We note, however, that 
compliance with a safe harbor insulates 
an individual or entity from liability 
under the anti-kickback statute and the 
beneficiary inducements CMP ? only; 
individuals and entities remain 
responsible for complying with all other 
laws, regulations, and guidance that 
apply to their businesses. In authorizing 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services (Department or HHS) to protect 
certain arrangements and payment 
practices under the anti-kickback 
statute, Congress intended the safe 
harbor regulations to be updated 
periodically to reflect changing business 
practices and technologies in the health 
care industry. 

Section 101 of MMA added a new 
section 1860D to the Act, establishing 
the Part D prescription drug benefit in 
the Medicare program. Section 101(e) of 
MMA amends section 1128B(b)(3) of the 
Act to permit pharmacies to waive or 
reduce cost-sharing imposed under Part 
D as long as specified conditions are 
met. In addition, section 237 of MMA 
added an exception to permit certain 
remuneration between Medicare 
Advantage organizations and federally 
qualified health centers. 

ACA also includes a number of 
provisions that could affect liability 
under the anti-kickback statute. Section 
3301 of ACA establishes the Medicare 
Coverage Gap Discount Program, 
codified at new section 1860D-14A of 
the Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w-114A). 
Pursuant to this program, prescription 


156 FR 35952 (July 29, 1991); 61 FR 2122 (Jan. 
25, 1996); 64 FR 63518 (Nov. 19, 1999); 64 FR 
63504 (Nov. 19, 1999); 66 FR 62979 (Dec. 4, 2001); 
71 FR 45110 (Aug. 8, 2006); and 72 FR 56632 (Oct. 
4, 2007). 

2Pursuant to section 1128A(i)(6)(B), any practice 
permissible under the anti-kickback statute, 
whether through statutory exception or regulations 
issued by the Secretary, is also excepted from the 
beneficiary inducements CMP. 


drug manufacturers have entered into 
agreements with the Secretary to 
provide certain beneficiaries access to 
discounts on drugs at the point of sale. 
Section 3301(d) of ACA amends the 
anti-kickback statute to protect the 
discounts provided for under the 
Medicare Coverage Gap Discount 
Program. 

We are proposing to incorporate into 
our regulations safe harbors for payment 
and business practices permitted under 
MMA and ACA, as well as proposing 
new safe harbors pursuant to our 
authority under section 14 of the 
Medicare and Medicaid Patient and 
Protection Act of 1987 to protect 
practices that we view as posing a low 
risk to Federal health care programs as 
long as specified conditions are met. 


B. Civil Monetary Penalty Authorities 


1. Overview of OIG Civil Monetary 
Penalty Authorities 


In 1981, Congress enacted the CMP 
law, section 1128A of the Act, as one of 
several administrative remedies to 
combat fraud and abuse in Medicare 
and Medicaid. The law authorized the 
Secretary to impose penalties and 
assessments on persons who defrauded 
Medicare or Medicaid or engaged in 
certain other wrongful conduct. The 
CMP law also authorized the Secretary 
to exclude persons from Federal health 
care programs (as defined in section 
1128B(f)(1) of the Act) and to direct the 
appropriate State agency to exclude the 
person from participating in any State 
health care programs (as defined in 
section 1128(h) of the Act). Congress 
later expanded the CMP law and the 
scope of exclusion to apply to all 
Federal health care programs, but the 
CMP applicable to beneficiary 
inducements remains limited to 
Medicare and State health care program 
beneficiaries. The Secretary delegated 
the law’s CMP authorities to OIG. 53 FR 
12993 (April 20, 1988). Since 1981, 
Congress has created various other CMP 
authorities covering numerous types of 
fraud and abuse, many of which were 
also delegated by the Secretary to OIG. 


2. The Definition of ‘‘Remuneration” 


The BBA of 1997 and section 
6402(d)(2)(B) of ACA amended the 
definition of “remuneration” for 
purposes of the beneficiary inducements 
CMP at section 1128A(a)(5) of the Act, 
as discussed below. We propose to 
incorporate these changes into the 
definition of “remuneration” under 
proposed § 1003.110 ° (current 
§ 1003.101). 


3 The Secretary proposed a reorganization of Part 


1003. See Notice of Proposed Rulemaking RIN 


3. The Gainsharing CMP 


Public Law 99-509, the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 
1986, authorized the Secretary to 
impose CMPs for certain incentive 
payments made to physicians by 
hospitals, risk-sharing health 
maintenance organizations (HMOs), and 
competitive medical plans. Over time, 
this provision, section 1128A(b) of the 
Act (the Gainsharing CMP), has been 
amended to repeal the provisions 
relating to HMOs and other risk-sharing 
entities and to make various other 
changes in terminology.* See section 
6003(g)(3) of Public Law 101-239, 
OBRA of 1989; section 4204(a)(3) and 
4731(b) of Public Law 101-508, OBRA 
of 1990; and section 4201(c) of the BBA 
of 1997. 

Section 1128A(b)(1) prohibits a 
hospital or a critical access hospital 
from knowingly making a payment, 
directly or indirectly, to a physician as 
an inducement to reduce or limit 
services provided to Medicare or 
Medicaid beneficiaries who are under 
the direct care of the physician. A 
hospital or a critical access hospital that 
makes such payment and the physician 
who knowingly accepts such payment 
are subject to CMPs of not more than 
$2,000 for each beneficiary for whom 
the payment is made. 


II. Provisions of the Proposed Rule 


A. Anti-Kickback Statute and Safe 
Harbors 


Below is a description of the 
additional payment practices that we 
are proposing to incorporate under 42 
CFR 1001.952 pursuant to the 
authorities cited under each heading 
and the rationale for their inclusion in 
this proposed rulemaking. Consistent 
with the criteria set forth in section 
1128D(a)(2) for modifying and 
establishing safe harbors, our goal is to 
protect beneficial arrangements that 
enhance the efficient and effective 
delivery of health care and promote the 
best interests of patients, while also 
protecting the Federal health care 
programs and beneficiaries from undue 
risk of harm associated with referral 
payments. We seek to strike an 
appropriate balance between protections 
for beneficial arrangements and 
safeguards to prevent unscrupulous 


0936-AA04, Medicare and State Health Care 
Programs: Fraud and Abuse; Revisions to the Office 
of Inspector General’s Civil Monetary Penalty Rules, 
published on May 12, 2014 (79 FR 27080) (CMP 
NPRM); this proposed rule uses the section 
designations proposed in the CMP NPRM, together 
with current section numbers. 

4 Requirements relating to physician incentive 
plans in HMOs and other risk-sharing entities are 
now set forth in section 1876(i) of the Act. 
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individuals and entities from taking 
advantage of the safe harbors to increase 
costs to programs and patients or 
compromise quality of care. We seek 
comments on how best to do this with 
respect to all of our proposals below. 


1. Referral Services 


We propose to make a technical 
correction to the safe harbor for referral 
services, found at 42 CFR 1001.952(f). 
This safe harbor originally required that 
any fee a referral service charged a 
participant be “‘based on the cost of 
operating the referral service, and not on 
the volume or value of any referrals to 
or business otherwise generated by the 
participants for the referral service 
* * *” This language created an 
unintended ambiguity, such that the 
safe harbor could have been viewed as 
permitting referral services to adjust 
their fees on the basis of the volume of 
referrals they make to the participants. 
In 1999, we finalized a modification to 
the language to clarify that the safe 
harbor precludes protection for 
payments from participants to referral 
services that are based on the volume or 
value of referrals to, or business 
otherwise generated by, either party for 
the other party. See 64 FR 63518, 63526 
(Nov. 19, 1999). During subsequent 
revisions to the safe harbor by which we 
intended to make a technical correction 
clarifying that OIG’s exclusion authority 
applied to all Federal health care 
programs rather than only to Medicare 
and State health care programs, the 
language in § 1001.952(f)(2) 
inadvertently was changed to ““* * * or 
business otherwise generated by either 
party for the referral service * * *.” See 
67 FR 11928, 11929 and 11934 (Mar. 18, 
2002). Therefore, we propose to make a 
technical correction and revert to the 
language in the 1999 final rule cited 
above. 


2. Cost-Sharing Waivers 


Generally, the reduction or waiver of 
Medicare or other Federal health care 
program cost-sharing amounts may 
implicate the anti-kickback statute. Our 
concern about potentially abusive 
waivers of cost-sharing amounts under 
the anti-kickback statue is longstanding. 
For example, we have previously stated 
that providers and suppliers that 
routinely waive Medicare cost-sharing 
amounts for reasons unrelated to 
individualized, good faith assessments 
of financial hardship may be held liable 
under the anti-kickback statute. See e.g., 
Special Fraud Alert, 59 FR 65372, 65374 
(Dec. 19, 1994). Such waivers may 
constitute prohibited remuneration to 
induce referrals under the anti-kickback 
statute, as well as violations of the CMP 


prohibition against inducements to 
beneficiaries, found in section 
1128A(a)(5) of the Act. We propose to 
modify § 1001.952(k) by adding two 
new subparagraphs to protect certain 
cost-sharing waivers that pose a low risk 
of harm and make technical corrections 
to the introductory language to account 
for new subparagraphs. In addition, we 
note that subparagraph (k) is limited to 
reductions or waivers of Medicare and 
State health care program beneficiary 
cost-sharing. We are considering and 
solicit comments about expanding this 
safe harbor to protect waivers under all 
Federal health care programs, if 
applicable, and subject to each of the 
paragraphs below. 


Part D Cost-Sharing Waivers by 
Pharmacies 


As noted in section I.A above, MMA 
specifically amended section 
1128B(b)(3) of the Act by adding a new 
subparagraph (G) that excepts from 
liability under the anti-kickback statute 
waivers or reductions by pharmacies 
(including pharmacies of the Indian 
Health Service, Indian tribes, tribal 
organizations, and urban Indian 
organizations) of any cost-sharing 
imposed under Medicare Part D, as long 
as certain conditions are met. These 
conditions are specified in clauses (i) 
through (iii) of section 1128A(i)(6)(A) of 
the Act, and we propose to interpret 
them consistent with our regulations 
interpreting these conditions in 
paragraph (1) of the definition of 
“remuneration”’ at § 1003.101. 

We propose to add a new 
§ 1001.952(k)(3) reflecting this 
exception to the anti-kickback statute. 
Thus, consistent with the statute, a 
pharmacy waiving Part D cost-sharing 
qualifies for safe harbor protection if: (1) 
The waiver or reduction is not 
advertised or part of a solicitation; (2) 
the pharmacy does not routinely waive 
the cost-sharing; and (3) before waiving 
the cost-sharing, the pharmacy either 
determines in good faith that the 
beneficiary has a financial need or the 
pharmacy fails to collect the cost- 
sharing amount after making a 
reasonable effort to do so. If, however, 
the waiver or reduction of cost-sharing 
is made on behalf of a subsidy-eligible 
individual (as defined in section 
1860D-14(a)(3) of the Act), then 
conditions (2) and (3) above are not 
required. We reiterate, however, that 
compliance with the conditions of this 
safe harbor, as with all safe harbors, 
protects a individual or an entity from 
liability only under the anti-kickback 
statute and the beneficiary inducements 
CMP, pursuant to section 1128A(i)(6)(B) 
of the Act. Providers, practitioners, and 


suppliers still must comply with other 
laws, regulations, and Centers for 
Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) 
program rules. 


Cost-Sharing Waivers for Emergency 
Ambulance Services 


Over the years, we have received 
many advisory opinion requests 
concerning the reduction or waiver of 
coinsurance or deductible amounts 
owed for emergency ambulance services 
to an ambulance supplier that is owned 
and operated by a State or a political 
subdivision of a State, resulting in many 
favorable advisory opinions (that is, 
approving of such arrangements). 
Notwithstanding the vast body of 
favorable advisory opinions, we 
continue to receive similar requests for 
advisory opinions each year. In light of 
this, pursuant to our authority under 
section 1128B(b)(3)(E) of the Act, we 
propose to establish a safe harbor to 
protect those reductions or waivers that 
meet all the conditions enumerated in 
§ 1001.952(k)(4). 

First, we propose to require that the 
ambulance provider or supplier be 
owned and operated by a State, a 
political subdivision of a State, or a 
federally recognized Indian tribe > and 
be the Medicare Part B provider or 
supplier of the emergency ambulance 
services. We note that items and 
services that are paid for directly or 
indirectly by a government entity (i.e., 
“free services’’) generally are not 
reimbursable by Medicare,® so we also 
propose to limit the safe harbor 
protection to situations in which a 
provider’s or supplier’s reduction or 
waiver of coinsurance or deductible is 
not considered to be the furnishing of 
services paid for directly or indirectly 
by a government entity, subject to 
applicable exceptions promulgated by 
CMS. CMS has explained that certain 
cost-sharing waivers do not constitute 
the provision of free services: 


A [State or local government) facility 
which reduces or waives its charges for 
patients unable to pay, or charges patients 
only to the extent of their Medicare and other 
health insurance coverage, is not viewed as 
furnishing free services and may therefore 
receive program payment.’ 


Notwithstanding the use of the term 
“facility,” CMS has confirmed that this 
provision would apply to an ambulance 
provider or supplier that was owned 


5 Section 104 of the Federally Recognized Indian 
Tribe List Act of 1994, Public Law 103-454, 108 
Stat. 4791, requires the Secretary to publish a list 
of all federally recognized Indian tribes on an 
annual basis. 

6 See 42 CFR § 411.8. 


7CMS Medicare Benefit Policy Manual, Pub. No. 
100-02, ch. 16, § 50.3.1. 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Proposed Rules 


59721 





and operated by a State or a political 
subdivision of a State and that was the 
Medicare Part B provider or supplier of 
the emergency ambulance services. 

We also would require that the 
ambulance provider or supplier offer the 
reduction or waiver on a uniform basis, 
without regard to patient-specific 
factors. In addition, we propose to 
include an express prohibition against 
claiming the amount reduced or waived 
as bad debt for payment purposes under 
Medicare or a State health care program 
or otherwise shifting the burden of the 
reduction or waiver onto Medicare, a 
State health care program, other payers, 
or individuals. We solicit comments on 
these proposed conditions. 

For purposes of this safe harbor, we 
plan to interpret the term ‘‘ambulance 
provider or supplier’ as a provider or 
supplier of ambulance transport services 
that furnishes emergency ambulance 
services. The term would not include a 
provider or supplier of ambulance 
transport services that furnishes only 
nonemergency transport services, 
because the safe harbor would only 
apply to the waiver of cost-sharing in 
connection with emergency ambulance 
services. We plan to interpret 
“emergency ambulance services”’ in a 
manner consistent with the definition 
given to that term in 42 CFR 
1001.952(v)(4)(iv). We solicit comments 
on this interpretation and on whether 
these terms need to be expressly defined 
in the regulatory text of this safe harbor. 

Finally, we are considering whether 
to include reductions or waivers of cost- 
sharing amounts owed under other 
Federal health care programs (e.g., 
Medicaid) in the safe harbor. We solicit 
comments on this consideration, and on 
what additional or different safeguards, 
if any, might be required to protect 
against fraud, waste, and abuse. 

This safe harbor would apply only to 
situations in which the governmental 
unit owns and operates the ambulance 
provider or supplier; it would not apply 
to contracts with outside ambulance 
providers or suppliers. For example, if 
a municipality contracted with an 
outside ambulance provider or supplier 
for rendering services to residents of its 
service area, the municipality could not 
require the ambulance provider or 
supplier to waive the collection from 
beneficiaries of out-of-pocket cost- 
sharing amounts unless the 
municipality paid the cost-sharing 
amounts owed or otherwise made 
provisions for paying them. 


3. Federally Qualified Health Centers 
and Medicare Advantage Organizations 


An individual enrolled in a Medicare 
Advantage (MA) plan may receive 





services from a federally qualified 
health center (FQHC) that has a written 
agreement with the MA plan. Section 
237 of MMA amended 42 U.S.C. 
1395w-27(e) by adding a new paragraph 
(3) regarding agreements between MA 
organizations and FQHCs. This new 
paragraph requires that the written 
agreement between the two entities 
specifically provide that the MA 
organization will pay the contracting 
FQHC no less than the level and amount 
of payment that the plan would make 
for the same services if the services were 
furnished by another type of entity. 
Section 237 also added a new statutory 
exception to the anti-kickback statute at 
section 1128B(b)(3)(H) of the Act (42 
U.S.C. 1320a—7b(b)(3)(H)). This 
exception protects “any remuneration 
between a federally qualified health 
center (or an entity controlled by such 

a health center) and an MA organization 
pursuant to a written agreement 
described in section 1853(a)(4) [of the 
Act].’’8 We propose to incorporate this 
exception into the safe harbor 
regulations as new section 42 CFR 
1001.952(z) and solicit comments on 
this proposal. 


4, Medicare Coverage Gap Discount 
Program 


Section 3301 of ACA establishes the 
Medicare Coverage Gap Discount 
Program, codified at section 1860D-14A 
of the Act. Under this program, 
prescription drug manufacturers enter 
into an agreement with the Secretary to 
provide certain beneficiaries access to 
discounts on drugs at the point of sale. 

Section 3301(d) of ACA amends the 
anti-kickback statute by adding a new 
subparagraph (J) to section 1128B(b)(3) 
of the Act to protect the discounts 
provided for under the Medicare 
Coverage Gap Discount Program. To 
codify this self-implementing exception 
in our regulations, this proposed rule 
would add a new paragraph (aa) to the 
existing safe harbor regulations at 42 
CFR 1001.952. 

This new paragraph (aa) would 
protect a discount in the price of an 
“applicable drug”’ of a manufacturer 
that is furnished to an “applicable 
beneficiary” under the Medicare 
Coverage Gap Discount Program under 
section 1860D-14<A, as long as the 
manufacturer participates in, and is in 
full compliance with all requirements 
of, the Medicare Coverage Gap Discount 
Program. The proposed regulation 


8 Section 1853(a)(4) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1395w— 
23(a)(4)) generally describes the payment rule for 
FQHCs that provide services to patients enrolled in 
MA plans that have an agreement with the FQHC, 
including agreements required under 42 U.S.C. 
1395w—27(e)(3). 


would incorporate by reference the 
following definitions of the terms 
“applicable beneficiary’ and 
“applicable drug” which were added by 
a new section 1860D-14A(g) of the Act: 


Applicable beneficiary means an 
individual who, on the date of dispensing a 
covered part D drug— 

(A) is enrolled in a prescription drug plan 
or [a Medicare Advantage Prescription Drug 
(MA-PD)) plan; 

(B) is not enrolled in a qualified retiree 
prescription drug plan; 

(C) is not entitled to an income-related 
subsidy under section 1860D-14(a); and 

(D) who— 

(i) has reached or exceeded the initial 
coverage limit under section 1860D-—2(b)(3) 
during the year; and 

(ii) has not incurred costs for covered part 
D drugs in the year equal to the annual out- 
of-pocket threshold specified in section 
1860D-2(b)(4)(B). 

Applicable drug means, with respect to an 
applicable beneficiary, a covered part D 
drug— 

(A) approved under a new drug application 
under section 505(b) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act or, in the case of a 
biologic product, licensed under section 351 
of the Public Health Service Act (other than 
a product licensed under subsection (k) of 
such section 351); and 

(B)(i) if the sponsor of the prescription 
drug plan or the MA organization offering the 
MA-PD plan uses a formulary, which is on 
the formulary of the prescription drug plan 
or MA-PD plan that the applicable 
beneficiary is enrolled in; 

(ii) if the [prescription drug plan (PDP)] 
sponsor of the prescription drug plan or the 
MA organization offering the MA-PD plan 
does not use a formulary, for which benefits 
are available under the prescription drug 
plan or MA-PD plan that the applicable 
beneficiary is enrolled in; or 

(iii) is provided through an exception or 
appeal. 


5. Local Transportation 


Pursuant to our authority at section 
1128B(b)(3)(E) of the Act, we propose to 
establish a new safe harbor at 42 CFR 
1001.952(bb) to protect free or 
discounted local transportation services 
provided to Federal health care program 
beneficiaries. We explored this issue in 
the context of section 1128A(a)(5) in the 
past. According to the Act’s legislative 
history, in enacting section 1128A(a)(5) 
of the Act, Congress intended that the 
statute not preclude the provision of 
complimentary local transportation of 
nominal value (H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 104— 
736 at 255 (1996)). We have interpreted 
“nominal value” to mean no more than 
$10 per item or service or $50 in the 
aggregate over the course of a year. (See 
65 FR 24400, 24411; April 6, 2000.) As 
we previously indicated, we were 
concerned that this interpretation may 
be overly restrictive in the context of 
complimentary local transportation. 
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Accordingly, we solicited public input 
on a number of issues as they related to 
a possible exception to section 
1128A(a)(5) of the Act (via 1128A(i)(6)) 
for complimentary local transportation. 
(67 FR 72892; Dec. 9, 2002) (2002 
Solicitation). However, ultimately we 
did not propose or finalize an exception 
for complimentary local transportation. 

On the basis of our experience in the 
years since the 2002 Solicitation and 
our continued concern that our 
interpretation of “nominal value”’ in the 
context of complimentary local 
transportation may be overly restrictive, 
we are proposing a safe harbor to the 
anti-kickback statute to protect not only 
certain free local transportation but also 
discounted local transportation that 
meets certain conditions. As explained 
above, by operation of section 
1128A(i)(6)(B), practices permissible 
under the safe harbor would also be 
excepted from the definition of 
“remuneration” in section 1128A(i)(6) 
of the Act. 

The proposed safe harbor would 
protect free or discounted local 
transportation made available to 
established patients (and, if needed, a 
person to assist the patient) to obtain 
medically necessary items and services. 
We also seek comments on a second 
format of transportation that would be 
akin to a shuttle service. We are mindful 
that certain types of entities may have 
legitimate financial and patient care 
interests in the provision of local 
transportation to patients and that such 
transportation could, depending on the 
circumstances, benefit Federal health 
care programs through reduced costs 
and Federal beneficiaries through better 
care, access, and convenience. In an 
effort to foster these beneficial 
arrangements without permitting 
arrangements that negatively impact 
beneficiaries or Federal health care 
programs, the safe harbor would impose 
a number of conditions on protected 
free or discounted local transportation 
services as set forth below. 

(1) We propose to require that the free 
or discounted local transportation 
services be available only to established 
patients (as described in greater detail 
below) and be determined in a manner 
unrelated to the past or anticipated 
volume or value of Federal health care 
program business. This requirement is 
intended to reduce the risk that a health 
care provider or supplier could use a 
transportation program for the purpose 
of increasing business by transporting 
patients to its own premises or for the 
purpose of inappropriately inducing 
referrals from other providers or 
suppliers by transporting patients to 
theirs. We propose and solicit 


comments on a number of safeguards 
and limitations related to this proposed 
condition. 

(a) We propose that the safe harbor 
protect free or discounted local 
transportation offered or provided by 
any individual or entity, except as 
provided below (for purposes of this 
safe harbor, an “Eligible Entity’’), 
subject to meeting all proposed 
safeguards herein. The term “Eligible 
Entity” in the proposed safe harbor 
would not include individuals and 
entities (or family members or others 
acting on their behalf) that primarily 
supply health care items (including, but 
not limited to durable medical 
equipment (DME) suppliers or 
pharmaceutical companies) because we 
believe that there may be additional risk 
that these types of entities, which are 
heavily dependent upon practitioner 
prescriptions and referrals, would use 
transportation arrangements to generate 
business for themselves by steering 
transported patients to those who order 
their products. Moreover, these 
suppliers and manufacturers do not 
have the broader patient care 
responsibilities that, for example, 
hospitals, health systems, clinics, and 
physicians have, and thus they would 
seem to have less need to engage in free 
or discounted local transportation 
arrangements. We have similar concerns 
about the laboratory industry even 
though laboratories furnish services 
rather than items. Thus, we propose to 
exclude laboratories from the definition 
of “Eligible Entity” and solicit 
comments on that proposal. 

For the same ne er reasons, we 
are considering and solicit comments on 
whether certain other types of 
providers, suppliers of services, or other 
entities should be excluded, completely 
or partially, from protection as an 
Eligible Entity. In the context of 
partially limiting protection as an 
Eligible Entity, we are considering and 
seek comments on whether certain types 
of health care providers or suppliers of 
services should not be protected when 
they provide free or discounted local 
transportation to other health care 
providers or suppliers who refer to 
them. For example, our oversight 
experience suggests that overutilization 
may be occurring in the home health 
industry. We are concerned that 
protecting the provision of free or 
discounted local transportation by home 
health care providers to physician 
offices that are actual or potential 
referral sources might result in both 
steering (inducing the physician to refer 
to that particular home health care 
provider) and overutilization in the 
form of unnecessary physician visits or 


unnecessary home health care 
prescriptions. To address this concern, 
we are considering excluding home 
health care providers from safe harbor 
protection when they furnish free or 
discounted local transportation to their 
referral sources (but not excluding them 
from protection when they provide such 
transportation to non-referral sources, 
such as pharmacies). We also solicit 
comments on whether home health 
agencies should be excluded from the 
definition of “Eligible Entity” entirely. 

At this time, we propose that the safe 
harbor criteria apply equally to all 
Eligible Entities offering the eligible 
forms of free or discounted local 
transportation services. In addition to 
considering whether to exclude certain 
types of providers or suppliers of 
services from protection as described 
above, we are also considering and 
solicit comments on whether there 
should be additional safeguards 
depending on the type of Eligible Entity 
offering the transportation services and, 
if so, what types of safeguards could be 
included to protect beneficial free or 
discounted local transportation 
arrangements while at the same time 
preventing abuses, such as 
overutilization, improper patient 
steering, or use of free or discounted 
local transportation to generate referrals, 
either referrals initiated by the 
transported patient or referrals from 
providers and others to whom the 
patients are transported. 

(b) We propose and solicit comments 
on limiting safe harbor protection to free 
or discounted local transportation 
offered to established patients. Thus, for 
example, once a patient has selected an 
oncology practice and has attended an 
appointment with a physician in the 
group, the physician could offer 
transportation assistance to the patient 
who might have trouble reliably 
attending appointments for 
chemotherapy. However, safe harbor 
protection would not be available to a 
practice that offers or provides free or 
discounted transportation to new 
patients. 

(c) We propose to allow free or 
discounted local transportation services 
to the premises of a health care provider 
or supplier, subject to certain 
limitations that we believe would 
reduce the risk of using the 
transportation services to increase 
referrals. First, the safe harbor would 
not protect free or discounted local 
transportation that an Eligible Entity 
makes available only to patients who 
were referred to it by particular health 
care providers or suppliers. Likewise, 
the safe harbor would not protect an 
offer of transportation that is contingent 
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on a patient’s seeing particular 
providers or suppliers who may be 
referral sources for the Eligible Entity 
offering the transportation. These 
restrictions would not prohibit Eligible 
Entities from setting limitations on the 
furnishing of free or discounted local 
transportation, but they would require 
that the limitations be unrelated to the 
volume or value of referrals. For 
example, a hospital could place a limit 
of 10 miles or a limit on the number of 
trips on its offer to transport a patient 
to another health care provider or 
supplier for the purpose of obtaining 
items or services necessary to avoid 
hospital readmissions. It could not, 
however, limit the offer of 
transportation to patients who receive 
these items or services from the 
hospital’s referral sources. We are 
considering and seek comments on any 
additional safeguards that would be 
required to limit the risk of fraud and 
abuse associated with one health care 
provider or supplier providing 
transportation to the premises of 
another, as well as on whether one 
provider or supplier of services should 
be permitted to provide free or 
discounted local transportation to the 
premises of others at all. For example, 
if the safe harbor is to cover 
transportation provided by one health 
care provider to the premises of another, 
should it be required that the patient be 
an established patient of the provider or 
supplier to which the patient would be 
transported, as well as an established 
patient of the Eligible Entity offering the 
transportation? We also recognize that 
health systems, health plans, 
accountable care organizations, or other 
integrated networks of providers and 
suppliers might be Eligible Entities and 
might seek to establish a free or 
discounted local transportation program 
only among providers and suppliers 
within the system or network. We seek 
comments on the impact on those 
potential programs if we include, as 
conditions of safe harbor protection, the 
restrictions on offers of transportation 
set forth in this section. We are 
considering whether, and if so, how, the 
safe harbor conditions should be 
modified to account for differences that 
may exist when these kinds of entities 
provide free or discounted local 
transportation. We are also considering 
whether, for these kinds of entities, safe 
harbor protection should apply only to 
free or discounted local transportation 
provided to destinations that are 
participating or network providers or 
suppliers; conversely, we are 
considering whether such entities 
should be permitted or required to 


provide free or discounted local 
transportation to non-network or non- 
participating providers or suppliers and, 
if so, under what conditions. Finally, if 
we were to have different standards 
applicable to entities that do not 
directly furnish health care services, we 
are interested in comments suggesting 
safeguards to prevent abuses such as 
overutilization, improper patient 
steering, and increased costs. 

(d) We also propose to require that the 
offer or granting of free or discounted 
local transportation services not be 
based on the type of treatment a patient 
might receive. Under the proposed safe 
harbor, an Eligible Entity would be 
permitted to restrict offers of free or 
discounted local transportation to 
patients whose conditions require 
frequent or critical (e.g., follow-up 
testing for a drug that has the potential 
for serious side effects) appointments, 
but who do not have reliable 
transportation. In practice, this means 
that a free or discounted local 
transportation offer might be restricted 
to patients with chronic conditions, or 
even, in some circumstances, to patients 
with a specific illness. However, 
limiting offers of transportation to 
patients who have been prescribed 
expensive treatments that are lucrative 
for the Eligible Entity offering the 
transportation (or a referral source, 
parent company, subsidiary, or other 
affiliated entity of the Eligible Entity) 
would not be protected. For example, an 
oncology group that offered an 
expensive radiation treatment in its 
office could not restrict its offers of 
transportation to patients who require 
the lucrative radiation treatments. The 
group could, however, offer 
transportation to patients who require 
frequent appointments to monitor their 
condition, even if some of those patients 
also would receive the radiation 
treatment. We solicit comments on this 
proposal. 

(e) In addition, we are considering 
and seek comments on whether to 
require Eligible Entities to maintain 
documented beneficiary eligibility 
criteria, such as a requirement that the 
patient show transportation need or 
financial need or that the transportation 
assistance would address risks 
associated with failure to comply with 
a treatment regimen. Offering 
transportation to patients solely on the 
basis of number of appointments, 
without regard to transportation need, 
raises the possibility that the offer might 
be based upon the volume of Federal 
health care program business and thus 
would not be protected. 

(f) Finally, we are considering and 
solicit comments on whether Eligible 


Entities should be limited for purposes 
of safe harbor protection to providing 
transportation for medical purposes or if 
Eligible Entities should also be 
protected under the safe harbor if they 
provide free or discounted local 
transportation for other purposes that 
relate to the patient’s health care (e.g., 
to apply for government benefits, to 
obtain counseling or other social 
services, or to get to food banks or food 
stores). We would not protect 
transportation for purposes wholly 
unrelated to health care, such as 
transportation to entertainment or 
sporting events. We note, however, that 
the anti-kickback statute prohibits 
offering or providing remuneration to 
induce referrals for or receiving items or 
services paid for by Federal health care 
programs. The provision of 
transportation for non-medical 
purposes, even by a provider or supplier 
of health care services, would not 
necessarily violate the statute, 
depending on the facts and 
circumstances. For example, a hospital 
could potentially sponsor shuttle 
service between a housing complex and 
a grocery store without running afoul of 
the statute, if the service were available 
to all residents of the complex 
regardless of whether they were or 
would become patients of the hospital. 

We are considering and solicit 
comments on whether the safe harbor 
should separately protect transportation 
supplied by an Eligible Entity, such as 
a hospital, in the form of bus or van 
service on regular routes that include 
neighborhoods served by the hospital, 
public transportation stops, and the 
hospital campus or other locations 
where referring physicians have offices. 
If we were to protect this type of 
transportation, protection would not 
necessarily be limited to established 
patients of an Eligible Entity. We 
recognize that certain communities may 
have a need for this type of service, but 
we also recognize that such a service 
presents opportunities for fraud and 
abuse. Thus, we solicit comments not 
simply on whether this type of service 
would be useful but also on what 
additional safeguards we could include 
to reduce the risk that Eligible Entities 
would use this service to bring in 
patients for unnecessary services, 
leading to overutilization or 
compromised quality of care. 

(2) We propose to limit the form of 
transportation by excluding from safe 
harbor protection air, luxury (e.g., 
limousine), and ambulance-level 
transportation. 

(3) We propose and solicit comments 
on the following limitations, which 
would be designed to exclude from 
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protection transportation that is, in 
reality, a means for providers and 
suppliers to pay for recruitment of 
patients. First, we propose to exclude 
from safe harbor protection 
transportation services that are publicly 
advertised or marketed to patients or 
others who are potential referral 
sources. Second, we propose that the 
safe harbor would not apply if Eligible 
Entities were to pay drivers or others 
involved in arranging the transportation 
on a per-beneficiary transported basis, 
rather than, for example, on an hourly 
or mileage basis. Third, no safe harbor 
protection would be available if 
marketing of health care items and 
services occurred during the course of 
the transportation. For purposes of this 
safe harbor condition, we would not 
consider signage on the vehicle 
designating the source of the 
transportation (e.g., the name of the 
hospital) to be ‘‘marketing.”’ 

(4) We propose to protect only local 
transportation services provided: (a) To 
the patient and, if needed, a family 
member or other person to assist the 
patient, to obtain medically necessary 
items or services and (b) within the 
local area of the health care provider or 
supplier to which the patient would be 
transported. We propose permitting the 
free or discounted local transportation 
to be extended to a family member, a 
friend, or other person involved in the 
patient’s care. We recognize that it may 
be beneficial or necessary in some 
circumstances for the patient to be 
accompanied by another person, and we 
do not view this extension as increasing 
the risk of fraud and abuse. We do not 
intend to require that the need for a 
patient companion be documented, nor 
do we intend that transportation of a 
patient companion be required for the 
proposed safe harbor to apply to 
transportation of the patient. 

Finally, we propose to limit the safe 
harbor to local transportation. In the 
interest of providing clear guidance, we 
propose that if the distance that the 
patient would be transported is no more 
than 25 miles, then the transportation 
would be deemed to be local. We solicit 
comments on whether 25 miles is an 
appropriate distance for this deeming 
provision. We also solicit comments on 
whether 25 miles should be a fixed 
limitation rather than a distance 
“deemed” to comply with the safe 
harbor.? 


®lf 25 miles is a fixed limitation, nothing beyond 
that distance would be “‘local’’ under the safe 
harbor, unless the final rule includes alternate tests. 
If 25 miles is deemed to be local, an Eligible Entity 
could still comply with the “local” requirement 
beyond 25 miles under appropriate facts and 
circumstances. 


We recognize that a distance-based 
test is not a one-size-fits-all solution. 
Therefore, we are considering and seek 
comments on other reasonable methods 
for interpreting the term “‘local’’ either 
alone or in combination with the 25- 
mile deeming provision. For example, 
we are considering and solicit 
comments on: 

e Whether to allow a more expansive 
service area for patients who reside in 
rural or underserved areas, and if so, 
what the appropriate test should be and 
if “rural” or “underserved” should be 
defined; 

~ If we were to include definitions, 
we solicit comments on: (1) Defining 
“underserved”’ as being located either in 
a Health Professional Shortage Area or 
a Medically Underserved Area; and (2) 
using the definition of “rural’’ accepted 
by the Office of Rural Health Policy (i.e., 
all counties outside a Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA), plus counties 
within MSAs with Rural-Urban 
Commuting Codes 4-10). We also solicit 
comments on alternate definitions for 
these terms; 

If we were to deem a greater 
distance to be “‘local”’ in rural or 
underserved areas, we solicit comments 
on expanding the distance to 35 miles 
or to the nearest facility capable of 
providing medically necessary items 
and services, whichever is greater; 

e whether to permit free or 
discounted local transportation to the 
nearest facility capable of providing 
medically necessary items and services, 
even if the beneficiary resides farther 
away than the proposed mileage limits 
would otherwise allow; 

e whether travel time might be more 
appropriate than a distance-based 
method; 

e whether the general approach used 
in the regulations governing exceptions 
to the self-referral prohibition related to 
compensation arrangements regarding 
‘geographic area served by the 
hospital,” which uses a calculation 
based on the contiguous ZIP Codes from 
which hospitals draw at least 75 percent 
of their inpatients (see 42 CFR 
411.357(e)(2)), would be useful; and 

e whether a more general approach, 
such as transportation offered to 
patients within the primary service area 
of the provider or supplier (or other 
location) to which the patient would be 
transported, would be appropriate. 


We solicit comments on all of these 
possible approaches, and we will 
consider alternative suggestions as well. 
(5) We propose requiring the Eligible 
Entity that makes the transportation 
available to bear the costs of the free or 
discounted local transportation services 


and not shift the burden of these costs 
onto Medicare, a State health care 
program, other payers, or individuals. 
Moreover, safe harbor protection would 
not be available if the Eligible Entity 
providing the transportation and the 
destination provider or supplier had any 
referral agreement tied to the 
transportation. For example, if an 
ambulance supplier had an agreement 
with a hospital to provide certain free 
transports to hospital outpatients (e.g., 
via van service) in exchange for 
receiving the hospital’s transports that 
are payable by Medicare Part B, the free 
transportation would not be protected. 


B. Civil Monetary Penalty Authorities 


This proposed rule would amend 42 
CFR Part 1003 in two ways. First, we 
propose to amend the definition of 
“remuneration” related to the 
beneficiary inducements CMP to: (a) 
Add a self-implementing exception that 
was enacted in BBA of 1997 but was 
never codified in our regulations; and 
(b) codify amendments that were 
enacted in ACA. Second, we propose to 
codify in our regulations the 
Gainsharing CMP by interpreting terms 
used in that statute and adding a 
definition of “‘hospital’’ to the 
regulations. 


1. Beneficiary Inducements CMP 


This proposed rule would add 
exceptions to the regulations at Part 
1003 addressing the civil monetary 
penalties prohibition against offering 
inducements to Medicare or Medicaid 
beneficiaries that the offeror knows or 
should know are likely to influence the 
selection of particular providers, 
practitioners or suppliers.!° As we 
explained in footnote 2 above, one 
exception to the definition of 
“remuneration” for purposes of the 
beneficiary inducements CMP 
incorporates exceptions to the anti- 
kickback statute and the safe harbor 
regulations. However, no parallel 
exception exists in the anti-kickback 
statute. Thus, the exceptions in section 
1128A(i)(6) of the Act apply only to the 
definition of “‘remuneration’”’ applicable 
to section 1128A. 

Section 4523 of the BBA of 1997 
added section 1833(t)(5)(B) of the Act, 
which required the Secretary to 
establish a procedure to permit 
hospitals to elect to reduce copayment 
amounts for some or all covered 
hospital outpatient department (OPD) 
services (as defined in section 
1833(t)(1)(B)) to no less than 20 percent 
of the Medicare OPD fee schedule 


10 For additional background on this provision, 
see 65 FR 24400 (Apr. 26, 2000). 
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amount. The Secretary established the 
required procedures at 42 CFR 419.42. 

Section 4523 of the BBA of 1997 also 
added subsection (D) to the definition of 
“remuneration” at section 1128A(i)(6) of 
the Act. That subsection, which was 
subsequently redesignated subsection 
(E), excluded from the definition of 
“remuneration” ‘‘a reduction in the 
copayment amount for covered OPD 
services under section 1833(t)(5)(B) [of 
the Act].”’ Jd. Subsequent to the BBA of 
1997, sections 201(a) and 202(a) of the 
Medicare, Medicaid, and SCHIP 
Balanced Budget Refinement Act of 
1999 (106 Pub. L. 113) redesignated 
subsection 1833(t)(5) as section 
1833(t)(8). A corresponding change to 
the reference at 1128A(i)(6)(E) was not 
made. We propose to codify the 
exception to the definition of 
“remuneration” at 1128A(i)(6)(E) in our 
regulations at proposed 42 CFR 
1003.110 (current § 1003.101). We 
propose to adopt language identical to 
the statutory language, except that we 
propose to change the reference from 
1883(t)(5)(B) to 1883(t)(8)(B) to reflect 
the redesignation of the originally 
referenced subsection. We believe that 
our proposed change is consistent with 
congressional intent and merely 
addresses an inadvertent oversight. We 
solicit comments on this proposal. 

Section 6402(d)(2)(B) of ACA amends 
the statutory definition of 
“remuneration” at section 1128A(i)(6) of 
the Act by adding four new 
subparagraphs, (F)-(I), protecting 
certain charitable and other programs. 
We propose to amend the definition of 
‘“‘remuneration”’ in the regulations to 
include the new statutory exceptions. 
We believe these exceptions are 
intended to protect certain arrangements 
that offer beneficiaries incentives to 
engage in their wellness or treatment 
regimens or that improve or increase 
beneficiary access to care, including 
better care coordination. However, in 
structuring the proposals, we are also 
mindful of the significant potential for 
abusive arrangements that offer 
vulnerable beneficiaries (or, in some 
cases, cooperating beneficiaries) 
remuneration, whether in cash or in 
kind, to induce them to obtain items or 
services billable to Medicare or 
Medicaid that may be unnecessary, too 
expensive, or of poor quality. The 
proposals set forth below aim to ensure 
that additional protections offered for 
arrangements that benefit patient care 
do not lead to such abuses. 


Promotes Access/Low Risk of Harm 


The first new exception to the 
definition of “remuneration,” added at 
section 1128A(i)(6)(F) of the Act, 





protects ‘‘any other remuneration which 
promotes access to care and poses a low 
risk of harm to patients and Federal 
health care programs (as defined in 
section 1128B(f) and designated by the 
Secretary under regulations).”’ 

For purposes of this exception, we 
propose that the phrase ‘“‘promotes 
access to care’ mean that the 
remuneration provided improves a 
particular beneficiary’s ability to obtain 
medically necessary health care items 
and services. We solicit comments on 
whether this phrase should be 
interpreted more broadly, particularly in 
light of the movement towards 
coordinated or integrated care 
arrangements that depend, in part, on 
patient engagement. For example, we 
are considering whether to interpret 
“promotes access to care”’ to include 
encouraging patients to access care, 
supporting or helping patients to access 
care, or making access to care more 
convenient for patients than it would 
otherwise be. We request that any such 
comments include specific examples of 
remuneration that would promote 
access to care under a broader definition 
that would not be included within the 
proposed interpretation above. When 
providing examples, we request that 
commenters bear in mind that not all 
forms of remuneration provided to 
beneficiaries would be prohibited by the 
beneficiary inducements CMP. The 
beneficiary inducements CMP applies 
only to remuneration that the donor 
“knows or should know is likely to 
influence [the recipient] to order or 
receive from a particular provider, 
practitioner, or supplier any item or 
service for which payment may be 
made” by Medicare or Medicaid. Thus, 
remuneration that is not likely to 
influence a beneficiary to order or 
receive federally reimbursable items or 
services from a particular provider, 
practitioner, or supplier need not meet 
the conditions of this or any other 
exception. 

We are also considering, and 
soliciting comments on, whether the test 
for the exception should be that the 
remuneration would promote access to 
care for a particular beneficiary or 
whether the exception should also 
apply to remuneration that promotes 
access to care for a defined beneficiary 
population generally, such as, by way of 
example, beneficiaries in a designated 
care network or beneficiaries being 
treated under a designated care 
protocol. Finally, we are considering, 
and soliciting comment on, whether we 
should more broadly interpret “‘access 
to care’’ to include care that is non- 
clinical but reasonably related to the 


patient’s medical care, such as social 
services. 

We propose to interpret the phrase 
“low risk of harm to Medicare and 
Medicaid beneficiaries and the 
Medicare and Medicaid programs”’ as 
meaning that the remuneration: (1) Is 
unlikely to interfere with, or skew, 
clinical decision-making; (2) is unlikely 
to increase costs to Federal health care 
programs or beneficiaries through 
overutilization or inappropriate 
utilization; and (3) does not raise 
patient-safety or quality-of-care 
concerns. 

While some forms of remuneration 
covered by the prohibition at section 
1128A(a)(5) of the Act may promote 
access to care and some forms may pose 
a low risk of harm to Medicare and 
Medicaid beneficiaries and the 
programs, the amendment to the statute 
applies only to forms of otherwise 
prohibited remuneration that meet both 
of these standards. By way of example, 
through our advisory opinion process, 
we have examined and approved 
arrangements that meet both 
requirements. In these arrangements, 
certain hospitals provide lodging 
assistance to patients and their families 
when the assistance was necessary for 
the patient to obtain appropriate care. 
Because of the specialized nature of 
these hospitals, the lodging programs 
were unlikely to steer patients to those 
particular hospitals, and the costs were 
not passed on to Federal programs. Yet, 
the programs enabled patients to get 
treatment that they might not otherwise 
have been able to access because of 
logistical hurdles. See OIG Advisory 
Opinion Nos. 11-01 and 11-16. 
Similarly, we believe that giving items 
that are necessary for patients to record 
and report health data, such as blood 
pressure cuffs or scales, to beneficiaries 
who could benefit from close 
monitoring of their blood pressure or 
weight, promotes access to care, because 
the recording and reporting of health 
data increase their ability to obtain 
medically necessary care and pose a low 
risk of harm to patients and Federal 
programs as long as receipt of the items 
is not conditioned on the patient 
obtaining other items or services from a 
particular provider or supplier. 

However, not every program that 
benefits patients would meet the terms 
of this exception. We continue to 
believe that offering valuable gifts to 
beneficiaries in connection with direct 
or indirect marketing activities is not 
low risk to beneficiaries or to the 
Medicare and Medicaid programs. In 
addition, we are concerned that rewards 
offered by providers or suppliers to 
patients purportedly for compliance 
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with a treatment regimen pose a risk of 
abuse, in cases when the offerors know 
or should know that the rewards are 
likely to influence the recipients to 
order or receive from a particular source 
items or services paid for by Medicare 
or Medicaid. For example, patients 
might seek or agree to seek unnecessary 
or poor quality care to obtain the 
rewards, or providers and suppliers 
might order or seek orders for additional 
items or services to recoup the costs of 
giving the rewards. In either case, such 
rewards would not be low risk for 
patients and/or Federal health care 
programs. 

While we are concerned about the 
significant potential for abuse when 
patients are offered rewards to induce 
them to receive items or services, we are 
also aware that, in some circumstances, 
patients might be offered incentives to 
encourage them to engage in 
arrangements that lower health care 
costs (without compromising quality) or 
that promote their own wellness and 
health care, for example, by 
participating fully in appropriate 
prescribed treatment, achieving 
appropriate treatment milestones, or 
following up with medically necessary 
appointments. We seek comments on 
whether otherwise prohibited incentives 
for compliance with treatment regimens 
should be permitted under this 
exception and if so, what limitations or 
safeguards should be required. For 
example, should the incentives be 
subject to specific dollar value limits? 
Should providers or suppliers offering 
the incentives be required to document 
the milestones reached to earn the 
incentives? Should the form of the 
incentive be required to bear a 
reasonable connection to the medical 
care? Are there quality or performance 
metrics or monitoring mechanisms that, 
if required for safe harbor compliance, 
would help ensure that protected 
patient incentives are not used to 
facilitate abusive arrangements that 
increase costs or compromise quality? 
Are there different considerations if the 
offeror of the incentive is at risk, in 
whole or in part (or directly or 
indirectly) for the treatment that the 
incentive is intended to encourage (e.g., 
if the offeror is a risk-bearing 
accountable care organization, medical 
home, or health plan; a hospital subject 
to readmissions penalties; or a provider 
reimbursed under a bundled payment 
arrangement that includes some or all of 
the incentivized treatment)? 

We recognize that the Department is 
undertaking a number of initiatives and 
demonstration programs with the goal of 
encouraging better care and better 
health at lower costs through innovative 


means, some of which could involve 
providing incentives to beneficiaries. 
These programs include, for example, a 
variety of permanent and demonstration 
programs testing accountable care 
organizations, medical homes, bundled 
payments, coordinated care programs, 
and other initiatives to improve the 
quality of care and reduce costs. Some 
participants in particular CMS models, 
such as the Bundled Payment for Care 
Initiative, may have waivers of the CMP 
for certain arrangements undertaken as 
part of the applicable CMS model.1! 
With respect to CMS programs or 
models to which a waiver does not 
apply, we are considering whether to 
make a special provision in this rule for 
incentives offered by participants to 
beneficiaries covered by those programs. 
Many of these programs have safeguards 
built into their structures. For example, 
CMS reviews and monitors these 
programs, beginning with an application 
process, continuing through the 
development and implementation 
phases, and including a final assessment 
of the overall impact of the program on 
cost and quality of care. Because 
incentives offered to beneficiaries to 
foster patient engagement outside the 
auspices of such a CMS program are not 
subject to this oversight, we would not 
necessarily consider that remuneration 
(if otherwise prohibited by the 
beneficiary inducements CMP) to be low 
risk, unless it met the same safeguards 
that we finalize in connection with this 
proposed rule. 

We are also soliciting comments on 
other types of remuneration to 
beneficiaries not mentioned in this 
preamble that both promote access to 
care and pose a low risk of harm to 
Medicare and Medicaid beneficiaries 
and the Medicare and Medicaid 
programs, to inform our development of 
regulatory text for this exception. We 
are not providing regulatory text at this 
time, but we solicit proposals for 
language, including specific examples of 
the types of remuneration to 
beneficiaries, that would implement the 
principles described above. 


Retailer Rewards Programs 


Section 6402(d)(2)(B) of ACA adds the 
following exception as new section 
1128A (i)(6)(G) of the Act: 


The offer or transfer of items or services for 
free or less than fair market value by a 
person, if— 

(i) the items or services consist of coupons, 
rebates, or other rewards from a retailer; 


11 Nothing in this proposed rule would change 
the application of existing waivers. It is possible 
that a final exception, as proposed here, might offer 
additional protection for participants in programs 
that have such a waiver. 


(ii) the items or services are offered or 
transferred on equal terms available to the 
general public, regardless of health insurance 
status; and 

(iii) the offer or transfer of the items or 
services is not tied to the provision of other 
items or services reimbursed in whole or in 
part by the program under title XVIII or a 
State health care program (as defined in 
section 1128(h)). 


This exception concerns retailer 
rewards programs. We are aware that 
this genre of program has proliferated in 
recent years at grocery stores, drug 
stores, “‘big-box,” and other retailers. 
Although these retailer rewards 
programs vary in design, in general most 
attempt to incentivize and reward 
customer loyalty by providing benefits 
to shoppers. Many retailers offering 
such programs have pharmacies that sell 
items or services reimbursable by 
Federal health care programs. 

OIG has interpreted the prohibition 
on offering gifts and other inducements 
to beneficiaries as permitting Medicare 
or Medicaid providers generally to offer 
beneficiaries inexpensive gifts or 
services (other than cash or cash 
equivalents) without violating the 
statute. For enforcement purposes, we 
have considered inexpensive gifts or 
services to be those that have a retail 
value of no more than $10 individually 
and no more than $50 in the aggregate 
annually per patient.!* Notwithstanding 
this interpretation, we understand that 
many retailer reward programs have 
included a blanket exclusion of Federal 
health care program beneficiaries. 
Against this backdrop, we believe this 
new exception should increase retailers’ 
willingness to include Federal health 
care program beneficiaries in their 
reward programs in appropriate 
circumstances. 

Section 6402(d)(2)(B) of ACA 
excludes from the definition of 
“remuneration” rewards pursuant to a 
retailer rewards program that meet three 
criteria. The first criterion provides that 
the free or less-than-fair-market-value 
items or services must “consist of 
coupons, rebates, or other rewards from 
a retailer.” We propose to interpret 
these terms as follows. We interpret a 
“coupon” as something authorizing a 
discount on merchandise or services. 
For instance, if Alpha Store’s rewards 
program mails its customers a flyer 
offering 20 percent off the purchase 
price of any item in the store, the flyer 
would be considered a coupon. Another 
example of a coupon would be a “‘buy 
one get one free” reward. We propose to 


12 See Special Advisory Bulletin: Offering Gifts 
and Other Inducements to Beneficiaries, available at 
http://oig.hhs.gov/fraud/docs/alertsandbulletins/ 
SABGiftsandInducements.pdf. 
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interpret “rebate” as a return on part of 
a payment. For example, if Beta Store’s 
retailer reward program consisted of 
returning to customers a store credit 
equal to 1 percent of the total money the 
customer spent out-of-pocket at the 
retailer during the previous calendar 
year, it would constitute a rebate. In no 
event, however, could a retailer “rebate” 
an amount that exceeds what the 
customer spent at the store. We propose 
to interpret “‘other rewards’’ primarily 
as describing free items or services, such 
as store merchandise, gasoline, frequent 
flyer miles, etc. Finally, we interpret 
“retailer’’ as having its usual meaning, 
i.e., an entity that sells items directly to 
consumers. We note, however, that 
individuals or entities that primarily 
provide services (e.g., hospitals or 
physicians) would not be considered 
“retailers.’’ We are considering and 
solicit comments on whether entities 
that primarily sell items that require a 
prescription (e.g., medical equipment 
stores) should be considered ‘“‘retailers.”’ 

The second criterion requires that the 
items or services be offered or 
transferred on equal terms to the public, 
regardless of health insurance status. 
We propose to interpret this 
requirement consistent with OIG’s 
longstanding concern that providers and 
suppliers of items or services 
reimbursable in whole or in part by 
Federal health care programs not 
discriminate against (‘lemon drop”)— 
or, conversely, “cherry pick’’—certain 
patients on the basis of health insurance 
status. For example, we do not believe 
that a retailer that targets its rewards 
program to Medicare beneficiaries only 
would meet this criterion. On the other 
hand, if a retailer mailed a coupon for 
$10 off the next purchase of any item in 
its store, including prescriptions, to 
every resident in the surrounding ZIP 
Code, such a promotion likely would be 
in compliance with this provision 
because the coupon would be offered on 
equal terms to everyone in the ZIP Code, 
without regard to health insurance 
status. 

The third criterion requires that the 
offer or transfer of the items or services 
not be tied to the provision of other 
items or services reimbursed in whole 
or in part by Medicare or an applicable 
State health care program. We believe 
that the objective of this criterion is to 
attenuate any connection between 
federally payable items and services and 
a loyalty program’s rewards; this 
attenuation should be present both in 
the manner in which a reward is earned 
and in the manner in which the reward 
is redeemed, as explained further below. 
We do not interpret the prohibition on 
tying the free or below-market items and 


services to federally reimbursable 
services as requiring a complete 
severance of the offer from the medical 
care of the individual. At the front end 
of a transaction (“earning” the reward), 
the reward should not be conditioned 
on the purchase of goods or services 
reimbursed in whole or in part by a 
Federal health care program and should 
not treat federally reimbursable items 
and services in a manner that is 
different from that in which non- 
reimbursable items and services are 
treated. For instance, a drugstore 
program that offered a $20 coupon to 
customers, including Medicare 
beneficiaries, who transferred their 
prescriptions to the drugstore would not 
meet this criterion because the $20 
coupon would be tied to the drugstore’s 
getting the recipients’ Medicare Part D 
prescription drug business. On the other 
hand, a program that awarded a $20 
coupon once a customer spent $1,000 
out-of-pocket in the store—even if a 
portion of that $1,000 included 
copayments for prescription drugs— 
would likely meet the criterion. We also 
believe that this attenuation must be 
present on the ‘‘redeeming” end of the 
transaction and therefore interpret it to 
exclude from protection rewards 
programs in which the rewards 
themselves are items or services 
reimbursed in whole or in part by a 
Federal health care program. Thus, if 
Epsilon Store allowed its customers to 
redeem reward points only for cost- 
sharing (i.e., the customer’s out-of- 
pocket costs) on DME, prescription 
drugs, or other federally payable items 
or services, that program would not 
meet this criterion. On the other hand, 
if the $10 coupon referenced in the first 
example could be redeemed on anything 
purchased in the store, including the 
customer’s out-of-pocket costs for 
federally reimbursable items, the 
coupon could meet the terms of the 
exception. 


Financial-Need-Based Exception 


A third new statutory provision, 
added at 1128A(i)(6)(H) of the Act, 
excepts from the definition of 
“remuneration”’ the offer or transfer of 
items or services for free or at less than 
fair market value after a determination 
that the recipient is in financial need 
and meets certain other criteria. 

We begin our consideration of this 
new provision by noting that it concerns 
“the offer or transfer of items or 
services.” The term ‘‘items or services”’ 
does not include cash or instruments 
convertible to cash. This interpretation 
is consistent with our interpretation of 
‘permissible incentives for preventive 
care” under section 1128A(i)(6)(D), as 


explained in the preamble to that final 
rule (‘we are excluding from the scope 
of permissible exceptions cash and 
instruments convertible to cash” (65 FR 
24400, 24409 (Apr. 26, 2000)). Other 
proposed limits on what may be 
transferred are discussed in the 
paragraphs below. 

The statute provides that protected 
items or services may not be offered as 
part of any advertisement or solicitation. 
We are including this requirement in 
our proposed regulation. 

The second statutory criterion is that 
“the items or services are not tied to the 
provision of other services reimbursed 
in whole or in part by the program 
under title XVIII or a State health care 
program... .” To interpret this 
criterion in a meaningful way, it is 
necessary to consider it together with 
the next requirement, which is that 
there must be a reasonable connection 
between the items or services and the 
medical care of the individual. Each 
requirement is discussed in more detail 
below. 

To be protected under the statute, the 
item or service being offered or 
transferred must not be tied to the 
provision of other reimbursed services. 
Consistent with our interpretation of the 
same criterion described in connection 
with the exception for retailer rewards 
programs described above, we do not 
interpret the prohibition on tying the 
free or below-market items and services 
to services reimbursable by Medicare or 
Medicaid as requiring a complete 
severance of the offer from the medical 
care of the individual. However, a 
provider’s conditioning the offer or 
transfer of items or services on the 
patient’s use of other services from the 
provider that would be reimbursed by 
Medicare or Medicaid would violate 
this requirement. For example, we 
interpret this criterion to exclude from 
protection offers by providers of lodging 
or transportation to receive a particular 
service from the provider.13 We solicit 
comments on this interpretation. 

The third statutory requirement is that 
there ‘‘is a reasonable connection 
between the items or services and the 
medical care of the individual.” We 
must interpret this requirement in the 
context of this particular exception. 
This exception is designed to help 
financially needy individuals access 
items or services related to their medical 


13 As explained above, we have approved lodging 
and transportation assistance programs through our 
advisory opinion process. However, we found that 
the programs were consistent with the exception to 
the definition of ‘‘remuneration” for programs that 
promote access to care and pose a low risk of harm 
to patients and Federal health care program 
beneficiaries. 
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care; unlike the preventive care 
exception referenced above, this 
exception is not designed to induce the 
patient to seek additional care. 

For purposes of this requirement, we 
interpret ‘medical care”’ to refer to the 
treatment and management of illness or 
injury and the preservation of health 
through services offered by the medical, 
dental, pharmacy, nursing, and allied 
health professions. Consistent with the 
statutory language, our proposed 
regulation would require a “reasonable 
connection”’ between the remuneration 
and the patient’s medical care. Whether 
a “reasonable connection”’ exists 
depends on a situation’s specific facts 
and circumstances. In particular, this 
requirement warrants a dual 
consideration: Whether a reasonable 
connection exists from a medical 
perspective and whether a reasonable 
connection exists from a financial 
perspective. A reasonable connection 
exists from a medical perspective when 
the items or services would benefit or 
advance identifiable medical care or 
treatment that the individual patient is 
receiving. From a financial perspective, 
remuneration disproportionately large 
compared with the medical benefits 
conferred on the individual patient 
would not have a reasonable connection 
to the patient’s medical care. Such 
remuneration gives rise to an inference 
that at least part of the transfer is being 
provided to induce beneficiaries to 
obtain additional services, and such 
remuneration would not be covered by 
the Financial-Need-Based Exception. 

Examples of transfers of items or 
services that, in context, might qualify 
as reasonably connected to medical care 
include: 

e Distribution of protective helmets 
and safety gear to hemophiliac children; 

e distribution of pagers to alert 
patients with chronic medical 
conditions to take their drugs; 

e provision of free blood pressure 
checks to hypertensive patients; 

e distribution of free nutritional 
supplements to malnourished patients 
with end-stage renal disease (ESRD); 
and 

e provision of air conditioners to 
asthmatic patients. 

However, in another context, these 
same items and services would not 
likely qualify as reasonably connected 
to an individual patient’s medical care. 
Most obviously, these would include 
transfers of items or services to an 
individual for whom they were not 
medically indicated. We are considering 
and seek comments, however, on the 
boundaries of the concept of “medically 
indicated.’ For example, should a 
hospital be permitted to provide free 





bicycle helmets or other child safety 
devices to financially needy families 
when children are treated for injuries in 
the emergency department? We use this 
example, which arguably is not related 
to “care,” in order to inform comments 
on the limits of the “reasonable 
connection to care’ requirement. 

From a financial perspective, transfers 
of items or services of 
disproportionately large value compared 
with their medical benefit for the 
individual patient would not qualify. 
For example, transfer to a diabetic 
patient of a smartphone preloaded with 
an ‘‘app”’ relating to management of 
blood sugar levels would not likely 
qualify, while an offer to the diabetic 
patient of only a complimentary 
download of the app onto his or her 
own smartphone might. 

We are considering whether we can 
(and, if so, whether we should) identify 
specific conditions under which 
remuneration would be deemed to be 
“reasonably connected” to the patient’s 
medical care, and we solicit suggestions 
for possible conditions. For example, 
one condition we are considering is 
whether the patient’s physician or other 
health care professional has concluded 
that the items or services would benefit 
the individual patient’s treatment. 
Another possible condition is whether, 
absent the transfer of needed health care 
items or services, the patient would 
otherwise be expected to lack access to 
them for reasons including lack of 
payment resources; lack of appropriate 
health care facilities in the patient’s 
community or the surrounding areas; 
and unique physical, behavioral, or 
mental health issues that might interfere 
with the patient’s ability to otherwise 
obtain access. Such circumstances in a 
patient’s case would support the 
argument for a reasonable connection. 
We solicit comments about what 
additional or alternative factors should 
be considered, if any, in the 
determination of a reasonable 
connection between items or services 
offered or transferred and the medical 
care of the individual. 

The fourth and final statutory 
requirement is that the items or services 
may be provided only “after 
determining in good faith that the 
individual is in financial need.’’ We 
propose to interpret this provision as 
requiring an individualized assessment 
of the patient’s financial need on a case- 
by-case basis. Moreover, the assessment 
must be conducted in good faith. We 
believe, among other things, that a good 
faith assessment requires the use of a 
reasonable set of income guidelines, 
uniformly applied. This reasonable set 
of financial need guidelines should be 


based on objective criteria and be 
appropriate for the applicable locality. 
Under our proposal, “‘financial need”’ 
would not be limited to “‘indigence,”’ 
but could include any reasonable 
measure of financial hardship. What 
constitutes a good faith determination of 
“financial need” may vary depending 
on the individual patient’s 
circumstances; the individual or entity 
offering the items or services should 
have flexibility to consider relevant 
variables. We are considering whether 
we have authority to require 
documentation of the financial need 
assessment as a condition of the 
exception. Regardless, it would be 
prudent for those seeking protection 
under the proposed exception to 
maintain accurate and contemporaneous 
documentation of the need assessment 
and the criteria applied. 


Waivers of Cost-Sharing for the First Fill 
of a Generic Drug 


The fourth new provision added at 
section 1128A(i)(6)(I) of the Act excepts 
from the definition of “remuneration”’ 
waivers by a PDP sponsor of a Part D 
plan or MA organization offering MA- 
PD plans of any copayment that would 
be otherwise owed by their enrollees for 
the first fill of a covered Part D drug that 
is a generic drug. Section 6402(d)(2)(B) 
of ACA does not define the term 
“generic drug,’ so we propose to rely on 
the definition in the Part D regulations 
at 42 CFR 423.4. 

The type of waiver described in the 
statute is designed to minimize drug 
costs by encouraging the use of lower 
cost generic drugs. To implement this 
waiver, we propose interpreting this 
statutory provision consistently with 
current CMS guidance. Thus, sponsors 
desiring to offer these waivers to their 
enrollees would be required to disclose 
this incentive program in their benefit 
plan package submissions to CMS. We 
propose to include this requirement 
both to ensure consistency with current 
CMS practice and to ensure 
transparency to beneficiaries when they 
select Part D or MA plans. We propose 
to make this exception effective for 
coverage years beginning after 
publication of the final rule. We note, 
however, that CMS already permits 
these waivers as part of Part D and MA 
plan benefit designs. Although this 
proposed regulation will not be effective 
until a future date, we will not exercise 
our enforcement authority against plans 
complying with CMS requirements for 
these waivers in the interim. 


2. Gainsharing 


The Gainsharing CMP is a self- 
implementing law that prohibits 
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hospitals and critical access hospitals 
from knowingly paying a physician to 
induce the physician to reduce or limit 
services provided to Medicare or 
Medicaid beneficiaries who are under 
the physician’s direct care. We proposed 
regulations in 1994 to interpret the 
Gainsharing CMP (59 FR 61571 (Dec. 1, 
1994)), but the proposed rule was not 
finalized. In July 1999, we published a 
Special Advisory Bulletin titled 
“Gainsharing Arrangements and CMPs 
for Hospital Payments to Physicians to 
Reduce or Limit Services to 
Beneficiaries” (the Gainsharing SAB), 
available at: https://oig.hhs.gov/fraud/ 
docs/alertsandbulletins/gainsh.htm. In 
the Gainsharing SAB, we explained that 
the Gainsharing CMP is broad and 
prohibits any hospital incentive plan 
that involves payments to physicians to 
encourage reductions or limitations in 
items or services provided to patients 
under the physicians’ clinical care. We 
observed that the statute does not limit 
this prohibition to reductions or 
limitations of medically necessary items 
or services. 

We have previously observed that not 
all changes in practice necessarily 
constitute a reduction of services. 
Health care payment and delivery 
systems are changing, with greater 
emphasis on accountability for 
providing high quality care at lower 
costs. We propose to codify the 
Gainsharing CMP in our regulations and 
interpret certain provisions in a manner 
that reflects today’s health care 
landscape. 

OIG has recognized that gainsharing 
can be beneficial. In fact, we have 
approved 16 gainsharing arrangements 
through our advisory opinion process.'4 
We found that the particular facts 
presented to us in those arrangements 
presented few risks relative to those of 
other gainsharing arrangements. The 
gainsharing programs in the advisory 
opinions set out specific actions to be 
taken and tied remuneration to the 
actual cost savings attributable to the 
arrangements. They included specific 
safeguards against patient and program 
abuse. 

Citing to many of these advisory 
opinions, the Medicare Payment 
Advisory Commission (MedPAC) 
recommended that Congress authorize 
the Secretary to allow gainsharing 
arrangements and to regulate those 
arrangements to protect the quality of 
care and minimize financial incentives 
that could influence physician referrals. 
See MedPAC, Report to the Congress: 


14 OIG Advisory Opinion Nos.: 00-02, 01-01, 05- 
01, 05-02, 05-03, 05-04, 05-05, 05-06, 06-22, 07— 
21, 07-22, 08-09, 08-15, 08-21, 09-06, 12—22. 


Physician-Owned Specialty Hospitals 
(March 2005) (MedPAC Report). The 
MedPAC Report provided examples of 
safeguards included in OIG advisory 
opinions and posited that gainsharing 
programs could lead to program savings 
over time. See id. at p. 46. 

Later that year, the Chief Counsel to 
the Inspector General testified to the 
House Committee on Ways and Means 
about gainsharing. The testimony 
highlighted three types of safeguards 
that the OIG looked for when evaluating 
the risks posed by a gainsharing 
program: Measures that promote 
accountability, adequate quality 
controls, and controls on payments that 
may change referral patterns. See 
Testimony of Lewis Morris, Chief 
Counsel to the Inspector General, House 
Committee on Ways and Means, 
Subcommittee on Health (October 7, 
2005), available at https://oig.hhs.gov/ 
testimony/docs/2005/Gainsharing10-07- 
05.pdf. Although the testimony focused 
largely on specific risks in gainsharing 
programs, and safeguards to counteract 
those risks, the testimony also explained 
that if properly structured, “gainsharing 
arrangements may offer opportunities 
for hospitals to reduce costs without 
causing inappropriate reductions in 
medical services or rewarding referrals 
of Federal health care program 
patients.” Jd. at p. 1. In fact, OIG would 
be unlikely to bring a case against a 
hospital or physician for a gainsharing 
arrangement that included patient and 
program safeguards such as those 
identified in our advisory opinions.1® 

In addition, since 2005, Congress has 
authorized, and the Secretary has 
approved, a number of projects 
involving gainsharing. For example, the 
Deficit Reduction Act of 2005 16 
required the Secretary to establish a 
gainsharing program to test and evaluate 
arrangements between hospitals and 
physicians designed to govern 
utilization of certain inpatient services 
to improve the quality and efficiency of 
care. Section 3022 of ACA required the 
Secretary to establish a Medicare shared 
savings program (Shared Savings 
program) and allowed the Secretary to 
waive such requirements of sections 
1128A and 1128B and Title XVIII of the 
Act as may be necessary to carry out the 


15 OG has never pursued any gainsharing CMP 
case. OIG always has been, and remains, open to 
pursuing a gainsharing CMP case under appropriate 
facts. Prior to initiating any such case, we would 
consider the factors set out in the advisory opinions 
and considerations discussed in this preamble. 
Pending further notice from OIG, gainsharing 
arrangements are not an enforcement priority for 
OIG unless the arrangement lacks sufficient patient 
and program safeguards. 

16 Deficit Reduction Act of 2005, Public Law 109- 
171, § 5007, 120 Stat. 4, 34-36 (2006). 


provisions of section 3022. In the 
Interim Final Rule implementing the 
Shared Savings program waivers, the 
Secretary waived the Gainsharing CMP 
with respect to certain aspects of the 
Shared Savings program, subject to 
applicable conditions. See 76 FR 67992 
(Nov. 2, 2011). 

Both government and private insurers 
have increased efforts to lower costs and 
improve the quality of care. Better ways 
of measuring quality and outcomes exist 
now than in the past. The growth of 
health information technology, 
developments in data analytics and 
quality metrics, and broader use of 
evidence-based medicine all facilitate 
such measurements and accountability 
for performance. For example, the 
Shared Savings program, as enacted, 
promotes an evidence-based medicine 
approach for accountable care 
organizations participating in the 
Shared Savings program (ACOs): “[t}he 
ACO shall define processes to promote 
evidence-based medicine and patient 
engagement, report on quality and cost 
measures, and coordinate care, such as 
through the use of telehealth, remote 
patient monitoring, and other such 
enabling technologies.” Section 
1899(b)(2)(G) of the Act. 

Notwithstanding these and similar 
developments, the Gainsharing CMP has 
not been amended by Congress. It 
prohibits a hospital from knowingly 
making a payment, directly or 
indirectly, to a physician as an 
inducement to reduce or limit services 
provided to Medicare or Medicaid 
beneficiaries who are under the direct 
care of the physician. The statute does 
not prohibit only payments to reduce 
medically necessary services; it 
prohibits payments to reduce or limit 
“services.”’ Without a change in the 
statute, we continue to believe that we 
cannot read a ‘“‘medically necessary”’ 
element into the prohibition. However, 
given the changes in the practice of 
medicine over the years, including 
collaborative efforts among providers 
and practitioners and the rise of widely 
accepted clinical metrics, we are 
considering a narrower interpretation of 
the term “‘reduce or limit services” than 
we have previously held. 

Since issuing the Gainsharing SAB, 
we have had the opportunity to examine 
a number of different gainsharing 
arrangements through our advisory 
opinion process. In each favorable 
opinion we issued, we found that the 
cost-saving measures proposed by the 
hospitals implicated the statute. For 
example, in OIG Advisory Opinion No. 
05-01, we stated: “‘the Proposed 
Arrangement constitutes an inducement 
to reduce or limit the current medical 
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practice at the Hospital.’’ We went on to 
state that ‘‘|w]Je recognize that the 
current medical practice may involve 
care that exceeds the requirements of 
medical necessity. However, whether 
the current medical practice reflects 
necessity or prudence is irrelevant for 
purposes of the CMP.” OIG Advisory 
Opinion No. 05-01 (issued Jan. 28, 
2005, at pp. 7—-8).17 This language 
implies that any change to current 
medical practice that a hospital might 
initiate is potentially a reduction in care 
that could trigger CMP liability. 
However, as hospitals move towards 
using objective quality metrics, we 
recognize that a change in practice does 
not necessarily constitute a limitation or 
reduction of services, but may in fact 
constitute an improvement in patient 
care or a reduction in cost without 
reducing patient care or diminishing its 
quality. 

The regulatory text we are proposing 
largely tracks the statute and is similar 
to the text proposed in 1994. Besides 
codifying the gainsharing prohibition 
itself, we propose to add a definition of 
“hospital” to proposed section 42 CFR 
1003.110 (current § 1003.101). This 
definition would refer to the definitions 
of “hospital” and ‘‘critical access 
hospital” in the Act. In addition, 
however, we are considering and solicit 
comments on whether we should 
include a definition of the term “‘reduce 
or limit services” to address the 
considerations we express above. If so, 
we solicit specific proposals and 
safeguards that we should include in 
this definition to ensure that the goal of 
the statute is met: To prevent hospitals 
from paying physicians to discharge 
patients too soon or take other action 
that inappropriately limits a 
beneficiary’s care. We are not proposing 
text of a definition at this time. We 
specifically solicit comments on the 
following areas of concern, but we 
welcome any other comments relating to 
the topic: 

e We have interpreted the prohibition 
on payments to reduce or limit services 
as including payments to limit items 
used in providing services, which is 
consistent with the definition of 
“services” found at 42 CFR 400.202. Is 


17 Under section 1862 of the Act, no payment may 
be made under Part A or Part B for any expenses 
incurred for items or services that (with certain 
exceptions) are not reasonable and necessary for the 
diagnosis or treatment of illness or injury or to 
improve the functioning of a malformed body 
member. Under the Part A prospective payment 
system (PPS) for hospital inpatient stays, payments 
are made for hospital stays that are reasonable and 
necessary; however, additional payment is not 
made if a patient receives individual items or 
services in excess of, or more expensive than, those 
factored into the PPS payment for covered care. 


this interpretation appropriate or 
necessary in the context of the 
Gainsharing CMP? 

e Should a hospital’s decision to 
standardize certain items (e.g., surgical 
instruments, medical devices, or drugs) 
be deemed to constitute reducing or 
limiting care? Would the answer be the 
same if the physicians were simply 
encouraged to choose from the 
standardized items, but other items 
remained available for use when 
deemed appropriate for any particular 
patient? 

e Should a hospital’s decision to rely 
on protocols based on objective quality 
metrics for certain procedures ever be 
deemed to constitute reducing or 
limiting care (e.g., protocols calling for 
the discontinuance of a prophylactic 
antibiotic after a specific period of 
time)? Should hospitals deciding to 
compensate physicians in connection 
with the use of such protocols be 
required to maintain quality-monitoring 
procedures to ensure that these 
protocols do not, even inadvertently, 
involve reductions in care? What types 
of monitoring and documentation 
would be reasonable and appropriate? 

e Should a hospital desiring to 
standardize items or processes as part of 
a gainsharing program be required to 
establish certain thresholds based on 
historical experience or clinical 
protocols, beyond which participating 
physicians could not share in cost 
savings (i.e., change beyond the relevant 
threshold would be deemed to 
constitute reducing or limiting 
services)? For example, in OIG Advisory 
Opinion 05-01, the hospital had a 
policy of performing blood cross- 
matching (in addition to typing and 
screening) in all cases and proposed to 
perform cross-matching only when a 
patient required a transfusion. The facts 
in that opinion were that less than 30 
percent of cases actually required 
transfusions, so 30 percent was used as 
the threshold. Therefore, the surgeon 
group would not receive any share of 
savings resulting from performing cross- 
matching in fewer than 30 percent of 
cases. 

e If we define “reduce or limit 
services,” should the regulation include 
a requirement that the hospital and/or 
physician participating in a gainsharing 
program notify potentially affected 
patients about the program? Would such 
a requirement help ensure that 
gainsharing payments were for 
legitimate purposes and not for the 
purpose of reducing or limiting care? 

Our proposal to define the term 
“reduce or limit services’’ and our 
solicitation of comments related to that 
definition reflect our recognition that 


the delivery of health care, and the 
potential safeguards to protect patients 
and promote accountability for 
outcomes, has been changing. We seek 
to interpret the statutory prohibition 
broadly enough to protect beneficiaries 
and Federal health care programs, but 
narrowly enough to allow low risk 
programs that further the goal of 
delivering high quality health care at a 
lower cost. We emphasize that this 
proposed regulation would interpret the 
Gainsharing CMP. We have no authority 
to create an exception to the statute. 


III. Regulatory Impact Statement 


We have examined the impact of this 
proposed rule as required by Executive 
Order 12866, the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act (RFA) of 1980, the Unfunded 
Mandates Reform Act of 1995, and 
Executive Order 13132. 


Executive Order 12866 


Executive Order 12866 directs 
agencies to assess all costs and benefits 
of available regulatory alternatives and, 
if regulations are necessary, to select 
regulatory approaches that maximize 
net benefits (including potential 
economic, environmental, public health 
and safety effects; distributive impacts; 
and equity). A regulatory impact 
analysis must be prepared for major 
rules with economically significant 
effects, i.e., $100 million or more in any 
given year. This is not a major rule as 
defined at 5 U.S.C. 804(2); it is not 
economically significant because it does 
not reach that economic threshold. 

This proposed rule would implement 
or codify new and existing CMP 
authorities and exceptions and 
implement new or revised anti-kickback 
statute safe harbors. The vast majority of 
providers and Federal health care 
programs would be minimally 
impacted, if at all, by these proposed 
revisions, 

The changes to the safe harbors and 
CMP authorities and exceptions would 
allow providers to enter into certain 
beneficial arrangements. In doing so, 
this regulation would impose no 
requirements on any party. Providers 
would be allowed to voluntarily seek to 
comply with these provisions so that 
they would have assurance that 
participating in certain agreements 
would not subject them to liability 
under the anti-kickback statute and the 
beneficiary inducement or gainsharing 
CMPs. These safe harbors and 
exceptions facilitate providers’ ability to 
provide important health care and 
related services to communities in need. 
We believe that the aggregate economic 
impact of the changes to these 
regulations would be minimal and 
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would have no effect on the economy or 
on Federal or State expenditures. 

Accordingly, we believe that the 
likely aggregate economic effect of these 
regulations would be significantly less 
than $100 million. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act 


The RFA and the Small Business 
Regulatory Enforcement and Fairness 
Act of 1996, which amended the RFA, 
require agencies to analyze options for 
regulatory relief of small businesses. For 
purposes of the RFA, small entities 
include small businesses, non-profit 
organizations, and government agencies. 
Most providers are considered small 
entities by having revenues of $7 
million to $35.5 million or less in any 
one year. For purposes of the RFA, most 
physicians and suppliers are considered 
small entities. 

The changes to the CMP provisions 
would be minimal, and the changes to 
the anti-kickback statute safe harbors 
would not significantly affect small 
providers as these would not impose 
any requirement on any party. 

In summary, we have concluded that 
this proposed rule should not have a 
significant impact on the operations of 
a substantial number of small providers 
and that a regulatory flexibility analysis 
is not required for this rulemaking. 

In addition, section 1102(b) of the Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1302) requires us to prepare 
a regulatory impact analysis if a rule 
under Titles XVIII or XIX or section B 
of Title XI of the Act may have a 
significant impact on the operations of 
a substantial number of small rural 
hospitals. For the reasons stated above, 
we do not believe that any provisions or 
changes proposed here would have a 
significant impact on the operations of 
rural hospitals. Thus, an analysis under 
section 1102(b) is not required for this 
rulemaking. 


Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 


Section 202 of the Unfunded 
Mandates Reform Act of 1995, Public 
Law 104-4, also requires that agencies 
assess anticipated costs and benefits 
before issuing any rule that may result 
in expenditures in any one year by 
State, local, or tribal governments, in the 
aggregate, or by the private sector, of 
$100 million, adjusted for inflation. We 
believe that no significant costs would 
be associated with these proposed 
revisions that would impose any 
mandates on State, local, or tribal 
governments or the private sector that 
would result in an expenditure of $141 
million (after adjustment for inflation) 
in any given year. 


Executive Order 13132 


Executive Order 13132 establishes 
certain requirements that an agency 
must meet when it promulgates a rule 
that imposes substantial direct 
requirements or costs on State and local 
governments, preempts State law, or 
otherwise has Federalism implications. 
In reviewing this rule under the 
threshold criteria of Executive Order 
13132, we have determined that this 
proposed rule would not significantly 
affect the rights, roles, and 
responsibilities of State or local 
governments. 


IV. Paperwork Reduction Act 


This document does not impose 
information collection and 
recordkeeping requirements. 
Consequently, it need not be reviewed 
by the Office of Management and 
Budget under the authority of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. 


List of Subjects 
42 CFR Part 1001 


Administrative practice and 
procedure, Fraud, Grant programs— 
health, Health facilities, Health 
professions, Maternal and child health, 
Medicaid, Medicare. 


42 CFR Part 1003 


Fraud, Grant programs—health, 
Health facilities, Health professions, 


Medicaid, Reporting and recordkeeping. 


For the reasons set forth in the 
preamble, the Office of Inspector 
General, Department of Health and 
Human Services, proposes to amend 42 
CFR chapter V as follows: 


PART 1001—PROGRAM INTEGRITY— 
MEDICARE AND STATE HEALTH 
CARE PROGRAMS 


w 1. The authority citation for part 1001 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 1302, 1320a-7, 
1320a—7b, 1395u(j), 1395u(k), 1395w-— 
104(e)(6), 1395y(d), 1395y(e), 
1395cc(b)(2)(D), (E) and (F), and 1395hh; and 
sec. 2455, Public Law 103-355, 108 Stat. 
3327 (31 U.S.C. 6101 note). 


@ 2. Section 1001.952 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (f)(2), (k) 
introductory text, and by adding 
paragraphs (k)(3), (k)(4), (z), (aa), and 
(bb) to read as follows: 


§1001.952 Exceptions. 


* * * * * 


(f) x * 

(2) Any payment the participant 
makes to the referral service is assessed 
equally against and collected equally 
from all participants and is based only 





on the cost of operating the referral 
service, and not on the volume or value 
of any referrals to or business otherwise 
generated by either party for the other 
party for which payment may be made 
in whole or in part under Medicare, 
Medicaid, or ther Federal health care 
programs. 

, * * * * 

(k) Waiver of beneficiary coinsurance 
and deductible amounts. As used in 
section 1128B of the Act, 
“remuneration” does not include any 
reduction or waiver of a Medicare or a 
State health care program beneficiary’s 
obligation to pay coinsurance or 
deductible amounts as long as all the 
standards are met within one of the 
following categories of health care 
providers or suppliers. 

* * * * * 

(3) If the copayment, coinsurance, or 
deductible amounts are owed to a 
pharmacy (including, but not limited to, 
pharmacies of the Indian Health 
Service, Indian tribes, tribal 
organizations, and urban Indian 
organizations) for cost-sharing imposed 
under part D of Title XVIII provided 
that— 

(i) The waiver is not offered as part of 
an advertisement or solicitation and 

(ii) Except for waivers or reductions 
offered to subsidy-eligible individuals 
(as defined in section 1860D-—14(a)(3)) to 
which only requirement in paragraph 
(k)(3)(i) of this section applies: 

(A) The pharmacy does not routinely 
waive copayment, coinsurance, or 
deductible amounts and 

(B) The pharmacy waives the 
copayment, coinsurance, or deductible 
amounts only after determining in good 
faith that the individual is in financial 
need or fails to collect the copayment, 
coinsurance, or deductible after making 
reasonable collection efforts. 

(4) If the coinsurance or deductible 
amounts are owed to an ambulance 
provider or supplier for emergency 
ambulance services for which Medicare 
pays under a fee-for-service payment 
system and all the following conditions 
are met: 

(i) The ambulance provider or 
supplier is owned and operated by a 
State, a political subdivision of a State, 
or a federally recognized Indian tribe; 

(ii) The ambulance provider or 
supplier is the Medicare Part B provider 
or supplier of the emergency ambulance 
services; 

(iii) The ambulance provider’s or 
supplier’s reduction or waiver of 
coinsurance or deductible amounts is 
not considered to be the furnishing of 
free services paid for directly or 
indirectly by a government entity; 


59732 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Proposed Rules 





(iv) The ambulance supplier offers the 
reduction or waiver on a uniform basis, 
without regard to patient-specific 
factors; and 

(v) The ambulance provider or 
supplier must not later claim the 
amount reduced or waived as a bad debt 
for payment purposes under Medicare 
or otherwise shift the burden of the 
reduction or waiver onto Medicare, a 
State health care program, other payers, 
or individuals. 

* * * * * 

(z) As used in section 1128B of the 
Act, “remuneration” does not include 
any remuneration between a federally 
qualified health center (or an entity 
controlled by such a health center) and 
a Medicare Advantage organization 
pursuant to a written agreement 
described in section 1853(a)(4) of the 
Act. 

(aa) Medicare Coverage Gap Discount 
Program. As used in section 1128B of 
the Act, “remuneration”’ does not 
include a discount in the price of a drug 
when the discount is furnished to a 
beneficiary under the Medicare 
Coverage Gap Discount Program 
established in section 1860D-14A of the 
Act, so long as all the following 
requirements are met: 

(1) The discounted drug meets the 
definition of ‘‘applicable drug”’ set forth 
in section 1860D-14A(g) of the Act; 

(2) The beneficiary receiving the 
discount meets the definition of 
‘applicable beneficiary” set forth in 
section 1860D-14A(g) of the Act; and 

(3) The manufacturer of the drug 
participates in, and is in full compliance 
with all requirements of, the Medicare 
Coverage Gap Discount Program. 

(bb) Local Transportation. As used in 
section 1128B of the Act, 
“remuneration” does not include free or 
discounted local transportation made 
available by an Eligible Entity (as 
defined in this paragraph (bb)) to 
established patients who are Federal 
health care program beneficiaries for the 
purpose of obtaining medically 
necessary items or services if all the 
following conditions are met: 

(1) The availability of the free or 
discounted local transportation services 
is not determined in a manner related to 
the past or anticipated volume or value 
of Federal health care program business; 

(2) The free or discounted local 
transportation services do not take the 
form of air, luxury, or ambulance-level 
transportation; 

(3) The free or discounted local 
transportation services are not marketed 
or advertised, no marketing of health 
care items and services occurs during 
the course of the transportation or at any 


time by drivers who provide the 
transportation, and drivers or others 
arranging for the transportation are not 
paid on a per-beneficiary transported 
basis; 

(4) The Eligible Entity that makes the 
free or discounted transportation 
available furnishes the services only: 

(i) To the established patient (and, if 
needed, a person to assist the patient) to 
obtain medically necessary items or 
services, and 

(ii) Within the local area of the health 
care provider or supplier to which the 
patient would be transported; 

(5) The Eligible Entity that makes the 
transportation available bears the costs 
of the free or discounted local 
transportation services and does not 
shift the burden of these costs onto 
Medicare, a State health care program, 
other payers, or individuals. 

Note to paragraph (bb): For purposes 
of this paragraph (bb), an “Eligible 
Entity” is any individual or entity, 
except for individuals or entities (or 
family members or others acting on their 
behalf) that primarily supply health care 
items; and if the distance from the 
patient’s location to the provider or 
supplier to which the patient would be 
transported is no more than 25 miles, 
the transportation is deemed to be local. 


PART 1003—CIVIL MONEY 
PENALTIES, ASSESSMENTS AND 
EXCLUSIONS 


w 3. The authority citation for part 1003 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 42 U.S.C. 262a, 1302, 1320-7, 
1320a—7a, 1320b-10, 1395u(j), 1395u(k), 
1395cc(j), 1395w-141(i)(3), 1395dd(d)(1), 
1395mm, 1395nn(g), 1395ss(d), 1396b(m), 
11131(c), and 11137(b)(2). 


m 4. Section 1003.101 as proposed to be 
redesignated as 1003.110 and amended 
at 79 FR 27080 (May 12, 2014) is further 
amended by adding the definition of 
“Hospital” and by amending the 
definition of “Remuneration” by 
revising the introductory text and 
adding paragraphs (5) through (9) to 
read as follows: 


§ 1003.101 
* * 
Hospital means a hospital as defined 
in section 1861(e) of the Act or critical 
access hospital as defined in section 
1861(mm)(1) of the Act. 
* * = < * 
Remuneration, for the purposes of 
§ 1003.1000(a) of this part, is consistent 
with the definition in section 
1128A(i)(6) of the Act and includes the 
waiver of coinsurance and deductible 
amounts (or any part thereof) and 
transfers of items or services for free or 


Definitions. 


* * * 


for other than fair market value. The 
term ‘remuneration’ does not include— 
x * * r * 


(5) A reduction in the copayment 
amount for covered OPD services under 
section 1833(t)(8)(B) of the Act; 

(6) [Reserved]; 

(7) The offer or transfer of items or 
services for free or less than fair market 
value by a person if— 

(i) The items or services consist of 
coupons, rebates, or other rewards from 
a retailer; 

(ii) The items or services are offered 
or transferred on equal terms available 
to the general public, regardless of 
health insurance status; and 

(iii) The offer or transfer of the items 
or services is not tied to the provision 
of other items or services reimbursed in 
whole or in part by the program under 
title XVIII or a State health care program 
(as defined in section 1128(h) of the 
Act); 

(8) The offer or transfer of items or 
services for free or less than fair market 
value by a person, if— 

(i) The items or services are not 
offered as part of any advertisement or 
solicitation; 

(ii) The offer or transfer of the items 
or services is not tied to the provision 
of other items or services reimbursed in 
whole or in part by the program under 
Title XVIII or a State health care 
program; 

(iii) There is a reasonable connection 
between the items or services and the 
medical care of the individual; and 

(iv) The person provides the items or 
services after determining in good faith 
that the individual is in financial need; 

(9) Waivers by a sponsor of a 
Prescription Drug Plan under part D of 
Title XVIII or a Medicare Advantage 
organization offering an MA-—PD Plan 
under part C of such title of any 
copayment for the first fill of a covered 
Part D drug (as defined in section 
1860D-2(e)) that is a generic drug (as 
defined in 42 CFR 423.4) for individuals 
enrolled in the Prescription Drug Plan 
or MA-PD Plan, respectively, as long as 
such waivers are included in the benefit 
design package submitted to CMS. This 
exception is effective for coverage years 
beginning after publication of the final 
rule, 

* * * * * 

m 5. Part 1003, as proposed to be 
amended at 79 FR 27080, (May 12, 
2014) is further amended by adding 
subpart G to read as follows: 


Subpart G—CMPs for Gainsharing 
Violations 


Sec. 
1003.700 Basis for civil money penalties. 
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1003.710 Amount of penalties. 
1003.720 Determinations regarding the 
amount of penalties. 


§1003.700 Basis for civil money penalties. 


OIG may impose a penalty against any 
person who it determines in accordance 
with this part— 

(a) Is a hospital that knowingly makes 
a payment, directly or indirectly, overtly 
or covertly, in cash or in kind, toa 
physician as an inducement to reduce or 
limit services provided to an individual 
who is eligible for Medicare or Medicaid 
benefits and who is under the direct 
care of the physician; 

(b) Is a physician who knowingly 
receives a payment described in 
paragraph (a) of this section. 


§1003.710 Amount of penalties. 


(a) OIG may impose a penalty against 
a hospital of not more than $2,000 for 
each individual for whom payment was 
made to a physician in violation of 
§ 1003.700. 

(b) OIG may impose a penalty against 
a physician of not more than $2,000 for 
each individual for whom the physician 
received payment from a hospital in 
violation of § 1003.700. 


§1003.720 Determinations regarding the 
amount of penalties. 


In determining the amount of any 
penalty or assessment, OIG will 
consider the factors listed in § 1003.140, 
as well as the following: 

(a) The nature of the payment 
designed to reduce or limit services and 
the circumstances under which it was 
made, 

(b) The extent to which the payment 
encouraged the limiting of medical care 
or the premature discharge of the 
patient, 

(c) The extent to which the payment 
caused actual or potential harm to 
program beneficiaries, and 

(d) The financial condition of the 
hospital (or physician) involved in the 
offering (or acceptance) of the payment. 

Dated: March 1, 2014. 

Daniel R. Levinson, 
Inspector General. 

Approved: September 18, 2014. 

Sylvia M. Burwell, 

Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23182 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


50 CFR Part 679 
[Docket No. 140519437-—4437-01] 
RIN 0648-BE24 


Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Establishing Transit 
Areas through Walrus Protection 
Areas at Round Island and Cape 
Peirce, Northern Bristol Bay, Alaska 


AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Proposed rule; request for 
comments. 


SUMMARY: NMFS issues a proposed rule 


that would implement Amendment 107 
to the Fishery Management Plan for 
Groundfish of the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands Management Area 
(BSAI FMP). If approved, Amendment 
107 would establish seasonal transit 
areas for vessels designated on Federal 
Fisheries Permits (FFPs) through Walrus 
Protection Areas in northern Bristol 
Bay, AK. This action would allow 
vessels designated on FFPs to transit 
through Walrus Protection Areas in the 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) near 
Round Island and Cape Peirce from 
April 1 through August 15, annually. 
This action is necessary to restore the 
access of federally permitted vessels to 
transit through Walrus Protection Areas 
that was limited by regulations 
implementing Amendment 83 to the 
Fishery Management Plan for 
Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska (GOA 
FMP) and to maintain suitable 
protection for walruses on Round Island 
and Cape Peirce. This action would 
maintain an existing prohibition on 
deploying fishing gear in Walrus 
Protection Areas by vessels designated 
on an FFP. This action is intended to 
promote the goals and objectives of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act, the 
BSAI FMP, and other applicable law. 
DATES: Submit comments on or before 
November 3, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments 
on this document, identified by NOAA- 
NMFS-—2014-0066, by either of the 
following methods: 

e Electronic Submission: Submit all 
electronic public comments via the 
Federal e-Rulemaking Portal. Go to 
www.regulations.gov/ 
#!docketDetail;D=NOAA-NMFS-2014- 
0066, click the ‘Comment Now!” icon, 


complete the required fields, and enter 
or attach your comments. 

e Mail: Submit written comments to 
Glenn Merrill, Assistant Regional 
Administrator, Sustainable Fisheries 
Division, Alaska Region NMFS, Attn: 
Ellen Sebastian. Mail comments to P.O. 
Box 21668, Juneau, AK 99802-1668. 

Instructions: Comments sent by any 
other method, to any other address or 
individual, or received after the end of 
the comment period, may not be 
considered by NMFS. All comments 
received are a part of the public record 
and will generally be posted for public 
viewing on www.regulations.gov 
without change. All personal identifying 
information (e.g., name, address), 
confidential business information, or 
otherwise sensitive information 
submitted voluntarily by the sender will 
be publicly accessible. NMFS will 
accept anonymous comments (enter 
“N/A” in the required fields if you wish 
to remain anonymous). Attachments to 
electronic comments will be accepted in 
Microsoft Word, Excel, or Adobe PDF 
file formats only. 

Electronic copies of the 
Environmental Assessment/Regulatory 
Impact Review/Initial Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis (Analysis) prepared 
for this action are available from http:// 
www.regulations.gov or from the NMFS 
Alaska Region Web site at 
http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/ 
sustainablefisheries/. 

Written comments regarding the 
burden-hour estimates or other aspects 
of the collection-of-information 
requirements contained in this proposed 
action may be submitted to NMFS at the 
above address and by email to OJRA_ 
Submission@omb.eop.gov or fax to 202— 
395-7285. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Anne Marie Eich, 907-586-7172. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: NMFS 
manages groundfish fisheries in the EEZ 
off Alaska under the GOA FMP and the 
BSAI FMP. The North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council (Council) 
prepared these FMPs under the 
authority of the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), 16 U.S.C. 
1801, et seq. Regulations governing U.S. 
fisheries and implementing the FMPs 
appear at 50 CFR parts 600 and 679. 


Background 


The following sections of the 
preamble describe: (1) The Walrus 
Protection Areas; (2) the effects of 
disturbance on walruses; (3) the areas 
and vessels affected by this proposed 
action; and (4) the proposed action. 
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Walrus Protection Areas 


Thousands of walruses, primarily 
adult males, use haulouts in northern 
Bristol Bay, AK, during spring through 
fall each year. The State of Alaska 
(State) and NMFS have implemented a 
variety of management measures to 
protect walruses in northern Bristol Bay. 
In 1960, the State established the 
Walrus Islands State Game Sanctuary 
(Walrus Sanctuary) to protect a group of 
seven small, craggy islands and their 
adjacent waters in northern Bristol Bay 
commonly used by walruses. The 
Walrus Sanctuary includes Round 
Island, Summit Island, Crooked Island, 
High Island, Black Rock, and The 
Twins. 

The State maintains the most 
protective management measures 
around Round Island, one of the largest 
and well-established walrus haulouts in 
northern Bristol Bay. The State permits 
visitors to Round Island for wildlife 
viewing or research. The State prohibits 
all other vessel traffic within Alaska 
State waters (from 0 to 3 nautical miles 
(nm) from shore) around Round Island, 
but the State has no restrictions on 
vessel traffic in Alaska State waters 
around the other islands in the Walrus 
Sanctuary. The State limited vessel 
traffic around Round Island to reduce 
the potential for vessel activities that 
disturb walruses. Walruses are known to 
be sensitive to disturbance. Walrus 
calves or adults can be injured or killed 
by stampeding adults (see Section 
3.2.1.6 of the Analysis). 

The Council has recommended and 
NMFS has implemented a series of 
closure areas, known as Walrus 
Protection Areas, around important 
walrus haulout sites in Bristol Bay to 
reduce potential disturbances to 
walruses from fishing activities. These 
management measures apply ina 
portion of Federal waters in the EEZ 
(i.e., from 3 nm to 12 nm from shore). 
Walrus Protection Areas were first 
implemented in the early 1990s to 
reduce disturbance from fishing 
activities based on apparent correlations 
between fishing activities and observed 
declines in walrus populations at 
haulouts in northern Bristol Bay during 
the 1980s. 

In January 1990, NMFS implemented 
Amendment 13 to the BSAI FMP to 
prohibit groundfish fishing within 3 to 
12 nm from Round Island, The Twins, 
and Cape Peirce in northern Bristol Bay 
from April 1 through September 30 (54 
FR 50386, December 6, 1989; corrected 
55 FR 1036, January 11, 1990; 
technically amended 56 FR 5775, 
February 13, 1991). The Council and 
NMFS intended Amendment 13 to 


reduce potential disturbance to walruses 
from groundfish fisheries. Amendment 
13 prohibited vessels from fishing for 
groundfish in the areas around Round 
Island, Cape Peirce, and The Twins 
because these areas are known to be 
important terrestrial haulouts for 
walruses. Specifically, Round Island 
and Cape Peirce are the two largest 
walrus terrestrial haulouts in the United 
States. Amendment 13 prohibited 
vessels from fishing for groundfish 
annually from April 1 through 
September 30 to reduce disturbance to 
walruses during periods of peak walrus 
use (see Section 1.2 of the Analysis for 
additional information on patterns of 
use of haulouts by walruses). These 
regulations were in effect from January 
1, 1990 through April 26, 1992. 

On April 26, 1992, NMFS 
implemented Amendment 17 to the 
BSAI FMP (57 FR 10430, March 26, 
1992). Amendment 17 encompassed the 
same areas and seasonal closure period 
as those established under Amendment 
13. However, Amendment 17 closed 
Federal waters to all federally permitted 
vessels in 3 to 12 nm zones around 
Round Island, the Twins, and Cape 
Peirce annually from April 1 through 
September 30. Amendment 17 defined 
federally permitted vessels as vessels 
that are designated on an FFP (see 
regulations at § 679.22(a)(4)). 
Amendment 17 was more restrictive 
than Amendment 13. Amendment 13 
prohibited fishing for groundfish, but 
did not prohibit vessels designated on 
an FFP from entering and transiting 
through Walrus Protection Areas. 
Because Amendment 17 prohibited 
entry and transit by vessels designated 
on an FFP in these areas, it effectively 
prohibited groundfish fishing in these 
areas because a vessel cannot fish for 
groundfish in Federal waters without 
being designated on an FFP. The 
regulations implementing Amendment 
17 superseded those implementing 
Amendment 13. 


Effects of Disturbance on Walruses 


Since the early 1990s, additional 
research by the Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game has improved NMFS’ 
understanding of the potential 
disturbance to walruses from vessel 
traffic. The new research indicates that 
disturbance to walruses from vessel 
traffic more than 3 nm from haulouts 
has not been observed in northern 
Bristol Bay. Specifically, Section 3.2.1.6 
of the Analysis notes that recent 
research at Round Island indicates that 
walruses were not disturbed (e.g., raised 
their heads, reoriented, or dispersed) by 
vessel traffic more than 3 nm from 
Round Island. In 2011, Sell and Weiss 


from the Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game reported that of the 56 observed 
anthropogenic events (e.g., vessel traffic, 
aircraft traffic) occurring more than 3 
nm from Round Island, only four events 
resulted in observable disturbance to 
walruses. All these disturbance events 
were due to aircraft noise. In 2012, 
Weiss and Sell reported that they did 
not observe any disturbance to walruses 
from anthropogenic events occurring 
more than 3 nm from Round Island. 

Based on these findings, and other 
research described in Section 3.2.1.6 of 
the Analysis, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) released guidelines for 
vessels operating near walrus haulouts 
in Bristol Bay in September, 2012. 
Under the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act of 1972 (MMPA), walruses are co- 
managed by USFWS and the Eskimo 
Walrus Commission (EWC), with 
scientific research support from the U.S. 
Geological Survey and the State. The 
guidelines released by USFWS are 
intended to minimize potential 
disturbance to walruses. These 
guidelines include descriptions of 
disturbance behavior and best-practices 
for mariners to avoid disturbance to 
walruses. Best-practices include: 

e Marine vessels 50 feet in length or 
less should remain at least 0.5 nm away 
from hauled out walruses; 

e Marine vessels 50-100 feet in 
length should remain at least 1 nm away 
from hauled out walruses; 

e Marine vessels greater than 100 feet 
in length should remain at least 3 nm 
away from hauled out walruses; 

e All vessels should refrain from 
anchoring, or conducting tendering or 
fishing operations within 3 miles of 
hauled out walruses; 

e All vessels should avoid sudden 
changes in engine noise, using loud 
speakers, loud deck equipment or other 
operations that produce noise when in 
the vicinity of walrus haulouts; 

e All vessels should avoid excessive 
speed or sudden changes in speed or 
direction when approaching or 
departing walrus haulout areas; 

e All vessels should reduce speed 
and maintain a minimum 0.5 nm 
exclusion zone around feeding 
walruses; 

e All vessels should not operate in 
such a manner to separate members of 
a group of walruses from other members 
of the group; and 

e All vessels should adjust speed 
according to weather conditions to 
reduce the likelihood of injury to 
walruses. 

During the development of this 
proposed action, the Council 
communicated with the USFWS and the 
Qayassiq Walrus Commission to avoid 
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adverse impacts to walruses from this 
proposed action. As noted in Section 
3.2.7 of the Analysis, all of the 
alternative management approaches 
considered, and this proposed action 
specifically, were determined to be 
consistent with the best practices in the 
guidelines established by USFWS and 
would not disturb walruses more than 
existing management. Therefore, NMFS 
concludes that this proposed action 
would have no adverse impact on 
walruses. 


Areas and Vessels Affected by This 
Proposed Action 


This proposed action would apply in 
the northern Bristol Bay. This proposed 
action would apply to Federal waters in 
statistical area 514 of the BSAI, as 
shown in Figure 1 to 50 CFR part 679. 
This proposed action would not apply 
in State waters. The State restricts vessel 
transit only in State waters around 
Round Island, but not in State waters 
elsewhere in the area. All vessels, 
including vessels designated on an FFP, 
can transit through State waters around 
Cape Peirce and The Twins. This 
proposed action would only affect 
vessels designated on an FFP. Vessels 
that are not designated on an FFP are 
not regulated in the Walrus Protection 
Areas and can enter and transit through 
Walrus Protection Areas. 

Prior to 2012, vessel owners were able 
to easily surrender an FFP for a period 
of time to allow that vessel to transit 
through Walrus Protection Areas. Some 
vessel owners surrendered their FFPs 
during the spring and summer so that 
these vessels could transit through 
Walrus Protection Areas around Round 
Island and Cape Peirce when operating 
as a tender. A tender is a vessel that is 
used to transport unprocessed fish or 
shellfish received from another vessel to 
an associated processor (see definition 
at § 679.2). In northern Bristol Bay, 
many vessels that are active in federally 
managed fisheries operate as tenders for 
vessels fishing in State-managed herring 
and salmon fisheries. These tenders 
receive catch in Togiak Bay, Kulukak 
Bay, and other bays in northern Bristol 
Bay and deliver that catch to processing 
plants in Dillingham and other 
communities in Bristol Bay. Prior to 
2012, some vessel owners also 
surrendered their FFPs to allow a vessel 
to transit through Walrus Protection 


Areas to deliver processed groundfish 
from fishing grounds in the Bering Sea 
to delivery locations in northern Bristol 
Bay. 

Without an FFP, vessels can transit 
through Walrus Protection Areas and 
avoid the additional time, operating 
expenses, increased exposure to 
weather, and navigational challenges 
when operating in State waters 
compared to vessels that are designated 
on an FFP and are prohibited from 
entering Walrus Protection Areas. 
Section 1.3.2 of the Analysis describes 
the factors affecting vessels that are 
prohibited from transiting through 
Walrus Protection Areas. The following 
paragraphs summarize these factors. 

On January 1, 2012, NMFS 
implemented Amendment 83 to the 
GOA FMP (76 FR 74670, December 1, 
2011; corrected 76 FR 81872, December 
29, 2011). Regulations implementing 
Amendment 83 to the GOA FMP 
(Amendment 83) limited the ability of 
vessel owners to easily surrender an 
FFP. An FFP is issued for 3 years under 
the FFP application process and is in 
effect from the effective date through the 
expiration date, unless it is revoked, 
suspended, surrendered (see regulations 
at § 679.4(b)(4)(i)). NMFS will not 
reissue a surrendered FFP with certain 
endorsements (see regulations at 
§ 679.4(b)(4)(ii)); therefore, a vessel 
owner cannot surrender an FFP more 
than once in a 3-year period to transit 
the Walrus Protection Areas. 

NMFS intended the regulations 
implementing Amendment 83 to allow 
the proper tracking and accounting of 
Federal fishery allocations. NMFS did 
not intend the regulations to specifically 
limit the ability of vessel owners to 
surrender FFPs to transit through 
Walrus Protection Areas when operating 
as tenders or delivering processed 
groundfish. However, the regulations 
implementing Amendment 83 require 
vessel owners to either surrender their 
FFPs to transit through Walrus 
Protection Areas when operating as 
tenders or delivering processed 
groundfish and be prohibited from 
deploying fishing gear in Federal waters 
for up to 3 years, or retain their FFPs 
and be prohibited from transiting 
through Walrus Protection Areas. 

Vessel owners prefer to transit 
through the Walrus Protection Areas 
north of Round Island because transiting 


to the north and outside of Walrus 
Protection Areas requires vessels to 
transit through shallower waters in State 
waters. Transit through shallower 
waters can be more difficult to navigate 
and may create additional safety 
concerns. Transiting to the south of 
Round Island and outside of the Walrus 
Protection Areas requires vessels to 
transit around Round Island and 
through Hagemeister Strait. This route 
adds considerable distance and time to 
each transit, which increases fuel costs 
and potentially exposes vessels to more 
adverse weather conditions for a longer 
period of time. Transit through 
Hagemeister Strait also puts vessels in 
close proximity (i.e., within 3 nm) to a 
walrus haulout on the southern tip of 
Hagemeister Island. This vessel traffic 
may disturb walruses using the haulout 
on Hagemeister Island. An alternative 
route that would allow vessels 
designated on FFPs to transit through a 
portion of the Walrus Protection Areas 
north of Round Island could reduce 
vessel transits through Hagemeister 
Strait and the potential for disturbance 
to walruses using the haulout on 
Hagemeister Island. 

Currently, vessels can transit through 
State waters (from 0 to 3 nm from the 
shore) near Cape Peirce while tendering 
herring or salmon from fishing locations 
near Cape Peirce, or when delivering 
groundfish in northern Bristol Bay. As 
noted in Section 3.2.7.3 of the Analysis, 
USFWS has not monitored walruses in 
the Cape Peirce area for disturbance and 
the incidence of disturbance at Cape 
Peirce is not known. However, vessels 
transiting through State waters (i.e., 
within 3 nm of Cape Peirce) may be 
more likely to disturb walruses. An 
alternative route that would allow 
vessels designated on FFPs to transit 
through a portion of the Walrus 
Protection Areas east of Cape Peirce 
could reduce vessel transits through 
State waters near Cape Peirce and the 
potential for disturbance to walruses 
using the haulout at Cape Peirce. 


The Proposed Action 


This proposed action would allow 
vessels designated on FFPs to enter and 
transit through specific areas of the 
Walrus Protection Areas near Round 
Island and Cape Peirce. These transit 
areas are shown in Figure 1 below. 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P 
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Figure 1. Proposed Transit Areas near Round Island and Cape Peirce 
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The Council recommended and 
NMFS proposes these transit areas 
based on information in Sections 3.7 
and 4 of the Analysis indicating that 
allowing vessels designated on FFPs to 
transit areas near Round Island and 
Cape Peirce would: (1) Not increase 
potential disturbance of walruses on 
Round Island and Cape Peirce; (2) not 
be expected to increase vessel traffic 
through Walrus Protection Areas, 
particularly when compared to vessel 
traffic patterns prior to the 
implementation of Amendment 83; (3) 
restore the ability for vessels designated 
on an FFP that historically served as 
tenders for the northern Bristol Bay 
herring and salmon fisheries before 
implementation of Amendment 83 to 
transit through Walrus Protection Areas; 
(4) restore the ability of vessels 
designated on an FFP that delivered 
processed groundfish to northern Bristol 
Bay before implementation of 
Amendment 83 to transit through 
Walrus Protection Areas; and (5) reduce 
the potential for disturbance to walruses 
using haulouts on Hagemeister Island 
and Cape Peirce. The following sections 
describe proposed transit areas near 
Round Island and Cape Peirce and a 
proposed prohibition to vessels 
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designated on FFPs from deploying 


fishing gear in Walrus Protection Areas. 


Transit Area Near Round Island 


This proposed action would add 
regulations at § 679.22(a)(4)(ii) to 
establish a transit area through the 
Walrus Protection Areas near Round 
Island. This proposed action would 
establish a transit area in the EEZ near 
Round Island from April 1 through 
August 15, annually, north of a line 
from 58°47.90’ N, 160°21.91’ W to 
58°32.94’ N, 159°35.45’ W. (Please see 
Figure 1 of this preamble.) 

This transit area is at least 3 nm from 
Round Island at its closest point and is 
more than 9 nm from the haulouts on 
The Twins at its closest point. As noted 
in Section 3.2.7.2.1 of the Analysis, 
there has been no recorded visible 
disturbance to walruses from vessel 
traffic more than 3 nm from Round 
Island, but disturbance from vessel 
traffic has been documented within 3 
nm from Round Island. This proposed 
action would not allow vessels 
designated on an FFP to transit within 
3 nm of Round Island or The Twins. 

The Council recommended and 
NMFS proposes this transit area to 
maintain suitable protection for 
walruses on Round Island and to allow 
tenders and vessels delivering 
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groundfish access to a transit route 
north of Round Island. NMFS expects 
this proposed transit area to reduce the 
potential for vessels to transit near 
Hagemeister Island, a known walrus 
haulout, because vessels would be 
allowed to transit north of Round Island 
and to avoid the route near Hagemeister 
Island. This proposed action would also 
allow vessels to transit through Federal 
waters further from shore and thereby 
reduce transit through shallower State 
waters that are more difficult to 
navigate. 


The transit area near Round Island 
would open April 1 because this 
proposed action is intended to relieve 
the existing regulations that prohibit 
entry and transit to vessels designated 
on an FFP in Walrus Protection Areas 
on April 1, the start of peak walrus use 
in the area. This transit area would be 
closed after August 15 because of the 
following: (1) The herring and most 
salmon fisheries are completed by 
August 15, and tender vessels are no 
longer active and do not require transit 
through Walrus Protection Areas after 
that date; (2) vessels transiting to deliver 
groundfish in northern Bristol Bay 
typically have completed their 
deliveries by August 15 and do not 
require transit through Walrus 
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Protection Areas after that date; and (3) 
limiting vessel transit by August 15 
would reduce vessel traffic near walrus 
haulouts that could interfere with 
vessels used for the subsistence harvest 
of walruses on Round Island beginning 
in September of each year. NMFS notes 
that vessels designated on FFPs would 
still be prohibited from entering and 
transiting through the Walrus Protection 
Areas near Round Island after August 15 
through September 30. NMFS expects 
that this prohibition would not 
adversely affect vessels designated on 
FFPs because tendering operations and 
groundfish deliveries in northern Bristol 
Bay do not occur during the August 15 
through September 30 time period. 


Transit Area Near Cape Peirce 


This proposed action would add 
regulations at § 679.22(a)(4)(ii) to 
establish transit areas through the 
Walrus Protection Areas at Cape Peirce. 
This proposed action would establish a 
transit area in the EEZ near Cape Peirce 
that would be open from April 1 
through August 15, annually, east of a 
line from 58°30.00’ N, 161°46.20’ W to 
58°21.00’ N, 161°46.20’ W. (Please see 
Figure 1 of this preamble.) This transit 
area is at least 3 nm from Cape Peirce 
at its closest point. 


The Council recommended and 
NMFS proposes the transit area through 
the Walrus Protection Areas near Cape 
Peirce to provide an opportunity for 
vessels with FFPs to travel farther from 
shore while tendering herring or salmon 
and avoid transit through State waters 
near walrus haulouts at Cape Peirce. 
NMFS expects that the transit area will 
reduce the likelihood of disturbance to 
walruses at the Cape Peirce Walrus 
Protection Areas. 


The transit area would be open from 
April 1 through August 15 consistent 
with the opening and closing dates 
established for the Round Island transit 
area. As noted in the previous section of 
this preamble, these dates would 
facilitate vessel transits for tendering 
and groundfish deliveries. NMFS notes 
that vessels designated on FFPs would 
still be prohibited from entering and 
transiting through the Walrus Protection 
Areas near Cape Peirce after August 15 
through September 30. NMFS expects 
this prohibition would not adversely 
affect vessels designated on FFPs 
because tendering operations and 
groundfish deliveries in northern Bristol 
Bay do not occur during the August 16 
through September 30 period. 


Prohibition on Vessels with FFPs 
Deploying Fishing Gear in Walrus 
Protection Areas 


This proposed action would add 
regulations at § 679.22(a)(4)(ii) to 
prohibit vessels designated on an FFP 
from deploying fishing gear in Walrus 
Protection Areas from April 1 through 
September 30 annually. As noted 
throughout this preamble, this proposed 
action is intended to remove a 
prohibition that limits vessels from 
entering and transiting through Walrus 
Protection Areas. This proposed action 
is not intended to allow vessels 
designated on FFPs to fish in Walrus 
Protection Areas from April 1 through 
September 30. Section 3.1 of the 
Analysis notes that this proposed action 
would not be expected to affect the 
timing, duration, effort, or harvest levels 
in the fisheries in northern Bristol Bay 
because this proposed action would not 
open Walrus Protection Areas to fishing 
by vessels designated on an FFP. 
Because vessels designated on FFPs are 
already prohibited from deploying 
fishing gear in Walrus Protection Areas, 
this proposed prohibition would 
maintain the status quo prohibition on 
deploying fishing gear in Walrus 
Protection Areas. Therefore, this 
proposed action would not affect any 
existing fishing operations. 


Classification 


Pursuant to section 304(b) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act, the NMFS 
Assistant Administrator has determined 
that this proposed action is consistent 
with the FMPs, other provisions of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act, and other 
applicable law, subject to further 
consideration after public comment. 

This proposed action has been 
determined to be not significant for the 
purposes of Executive Order (E.O.) 
12866. 


Regulatory Impact Review 


An RIR was prepared to assess all 
costs and benefits of available regulatory 
alternatives. The RIR considers all 
quantitative and qualitative measures. A 
copy of this analysis is available from 
NMFS (see ADDRESSES). 


Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 


An Initial Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis (IRFA) was prepared, as 
required by section 603 of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act. The IRFA 
describes the economic impact this 
proposed rule, if adopted, would have 
on small entities. An IRFA is required 
to include (a) a description of the 
reasons why action by the agency is 
being considered; (b) a succinct 
statement of the objectives of, and legal 


basis for, the proposed rule; (c) a 
description of and, where feasible, an 
estimate of the number of small entities 
to which the proposed rule will apply; 
(d) a description of the projected 
reporting, recordkeeping, and other 
compliance requirements of the 
proposed rule; (e) an identification, to 
the extent practicable, of all relevant 
Federal rules which may duplicate, 
overlap or conflict with the proposed 
rule; and (f) a description of any 
significant alternatives to the proposed 
rule which accomplish the stated 
objectives of applicable statutes and 
which minimize any significant 
economic impact of the proposed rule 
on small entities. A description of the 
action, why it is being considered, and 
the legal basis for this action are 
contained at the beginning of this 
section in the preamble and in the 
SUMMARY section of the preamble. A 
summary of the remainder of the IRFA 
follows. A copy of the IRFA is available 
from NMFS (see ADDRESSES). 

The entities that could be directly 
regulated by the proposed action are 
those businesses that tender herring or 
salmon from fisheries to delivery 
locations in northern Bristol Bay, and 
those businesses that deliver processed 
groundfish from the Bering Sea to 
locations in northern Bristol Bay. 
Vessels tendering herring or salmon are 
transporting harvested fish. Because 
tender vessel operators enter into 
private contracts with herring and 
salmon fishing vessel operators to 
transport their catch, revenue 
information from tenders is not 
available. Based on information from 
2012, the most recent year of complete 
data, a maximum of 64 vessels were 
estimated to have operated as tenders in 
the herring and salmon fisheries in 
northern Bristol Bay. These vessels 
could have been designated on an FFP 
and could be affected by this proposed 
action. Because no revenue information 
is available on these vessels each of 
these vessels were assumed to be a 
small entity. 

Based on information from 2012, the 
most recent year of complete data, a 
maximum of 6 vessels were estimated to 
have delivered processed groundfish to 
locations in northern Bristo] Bay. These 
vessels could have been designated on 
FFP and could be affected by this 
proposed action. All of these vessels 
were affiliated through common 
management under cooperative fishing 
arrangements. These affiliated vessels 
had ex-vessel annual revenues in 2012 
that exceeded the annual revenue limit 
of $20.5 million used by the Small 
Business Administration to define a 
small entity harvesting or processing 
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groundfish (79 FR 33647, June 12, 
2014). Therefore these vessels are 
considered to be large entities. 

None of the alternatives would 
modify existing reporting, 
recordkeeping, or other compliance 
requirements. No duplication, overlap, 
or conflict between this proposed action 
and existing Federal rules has been 
identified. 

An IRFA requires a description of any 
significant alternatives to the proposed 
alternative that accomplish the stated 
objectives, are consistent with 
applicable statutes, and that would 
minimize any significant economic 
impact of the proposed action on small 
entities. The IRFA considered three 
alternatives. Alternative 1, the no action 
(status quo) alternative, would maintain 
the existing closures between 3 and 12 
nm around Round Island and Cape 
Peirce, and would not allow vessels 
designated on an FFP to transit these 
areas. Therefore, Alternative 1 
represents the most restrictive 
alternative considered and the 
alternative with the highest potential 
cost to regulated small entities. 

Alternative 2 would establish a transit 
area through the existing Walrus 
Protection Areas near Round Island. 
Alternative 2 also included three 
options, Options 1, 2 and 3 to allow the 
closest point of the transit area to be 
within 3 nm, 4.5 nm, and 6 nm from 
Round Island, respectively. Alternative 
3 would establish a transit area through 
Walrus Protection Areas near Cape 
Peirce. 

The alternatives analyzed but not 
selected are Alternative 1 (status quo, do 
not allow transit through the protection 
areas) and Alternative 2, Options 2 and 
3. All of these alternatives and options 
are more restrictive than the proposed 
action. The proposed action is 
Alternative 2, Option 1 and Alternative 
3. Alternative 2, Option 1 allows vessels 
to transit closer to Round Island than 
Alternative 2, Option 2 and Alternative 
2, Option 3. Therefore, Alternative 2, 
Option 1 is the least restrictive of the 
three options under Alternative 2. 
Alternative 3 provides a seasonal transit 
area around Cape Peirce. This proposed 
action represents the alternatives that 
minimize the potential cost to directly 
regulated small entities. The boundaries 
farther from Round Island (Options 2 
and 3) may incrementally reduce the 
potential for disturbance to walruses on 
Round Island (see Section 3.2.7 of the 
Analysis), but are not likely to 
significantly affect the distances 
traveled as vessels with FFPs transit the 
protected area. The differences in transit 
time or fuel costs are not likely to be 
significantly different between these 


options. As noted in Section 3.2.7.2.1 of 
the Analysis, there has been no recorded 
visible disturbance to walruses from 
vessel traffic more than 3 nm from 


Round Island. 

The Council also considered 
rescinding the protection areas around 
Round Island and Cape Peirce for all or 
a portion of the year, eliminating the 
barriers to transiting the Walrus 
Protection Areas. Rescission of the 
protection areas would reduce costs to 
regulated small entities more than the 
proposed action. However, these 
alternatives were not analyzed because 
they do not meet the purpose and need 
of the proposed action to maintain 
protection of walruses in these 
important haulout sites. 


Tribal Consultation 


Executive Order (E.O.) 13175 of 
November 6, 2000 (25 U.S.C. 450 note), 
the Executive Memorandum of April 29, 
1994 (25 U.S.C. 450 note), the American 
Indian and Alaska Native Policy of the 
U.S. Department of Commerce (March 
30, 1995), and the Department of 
Commerce Tribal Consultation and 
Coordination policy (78 FR 33331, June 
4, 2013) outline the responsibilities of 
NMFS for Federal policies that have 
tribal implications. Section 161 of 
Public Law 108-199 (188 Stat. 452), as 
amended by section 518 of Public Law 
109-447 (118 Stat. 3267), extends the 
consultation requirements of E.O. 13175 
to Alaska Native corporations. Under 
the E.O. and agency policies, NMFS 
must ensure meaningful and timely 
input by tribal officials and 
representatives of Alaska Native 
corporations in the development of 
regulatory policies that have tribal 
implications. NMFS will provide a copy 
of this proposed rule to the federally 
recognized tribes and Alaska Native 
corporations in the Bristol Bay area to 
notify them of the opportunity to 
comment or request a consultation on 
this proposed action. 

Section 5(b)(2)(B) of E.O. 13175 
requires NMFS to prepare a “tribal 
summary impact statement’ for any 
regulation that has tribal implications, 
that imposes substantial direct 
compliance costs on Indian tribal 
governments, and is not required by 
statute. The tribal summary impact 
statement must contain (1) a description 
of the extent of the agency’s prior 
consultation with tribal officials, (2) a 
summary of the nature of their concerns, 
(3) the agency’s position supporting the 
need to issue the regulation, and (4) a 
statement of the extent to which the 
concerns of tribal officials have been 
met. If the Secretary of Commerce 
approves this proposed action, a tribal 


impact summary statement that 
addresses the four questions above will 
be included in the final rule. 


List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 679 
Alaska, Fisheries. 


Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Samuel D. Rauch III, 
Deputy Assistant Administrator for 
Regulatory Programs, National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 

For reasons set out in the preamble, 
50 CFR part 679 is proposed to be 
amended as follows: 


PART 679—FISHERIES OF THE 
EXCLUSIVE ECONOMIC ZONE OFF 
ALASKA 


w 1. The authority citation for part 679 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 16 U.S.C. 773 et seq.; 1801 et 
seq.; 3631 et seq.; Pub. L. 108-447. 
w 2. In § 679.22, revise paragraph (a)(4) 
to read as follows: 


§679.22 Closures. 

(a) x ke * 

(4) Walrus protection areas. 

(i) From April 1 through September 
30 of each calendar year, vessels 
designated on a Federal fisheries permit 
issued under § 679.4 are prohibited from 
deploying fishing gear in that part of the 
Bering Sea subarea between 3 and 12 
nm seaward of the baseline used to 
measure the territorial sea around 
islands named Round Island and The 
Twins, as shown on National Ocean 
Survey Chart 16315, and around Cape 
Peirce (58°33’ N. lat., 161°43’ W. long.). 

(ii) From April 1 through September 
30 of each calendar year, vessels 
designated on a Federal fisheries permit 
issued under § 679.4 are prohibited in 
that part of the Bering Sea subarea 
between 3 and 12 nm seaward of the 
baseline used to measure the territorial 
sea around islands named Round Island 
and The Twins, as shown on National 
Ocean Survey Chart 16315, and around 
Cape Peirce (58°33’ N. lat., 161°43’ W. 
long.), except that from April 1 through 
August 15 of each calendar year vessels 
designated on a Federal fisheries permit 
are not prohibited from entering and 
transiting through waters off: 

(A) Round Island, north of a straight 
line connecting 58°47.90’N. lat./ 
160°21.91’ W. long., and 58°32.94’ N. 
lat./159°35.45’ W. long.; and 

(B) Cape Peirce, east of a straight line 
connecting 58°30.00’ N. lat./161°46.20’ 
W. long., and 58°21.00’ N. lat./ 
161°46.20’ W. long. 

* * * * * 
[FR Doc. 2014-23635 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-C 


59739 











Notices 


Federal Register 


Vol. 79, No. 192 


Friday, October 3, 2014 





This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains documents other than rules or 
proposed rules that are applicable to the 
public. Notices of hearings and investigations, 
committee meetings, agency decisions and 
rulings, delegations of authority, filing of 
petitions and applications and agency 
statements of organization and functions are 
examples of documents appearing in this 
section. 


U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 


Senior Executive Service; Membership 
of Performance Review Board 


ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: This notice lists approved 

candidates who will comprise a 

standing roster for service on the 

Agency’s 2014 and 2015 SES 

Performance Review Boards. The 

Agency will use this roster to select SES 

board members, and an outside member 

for the convening SES Performance 

Review Board each year. The standing 

roster is as follows: 

Allen, Colleen 

Broderick, Deborah 

Cappozola, Christa 

Chan, Carol 

Crumbly, Angelique 

Detherage, Maria Price 

Feinstein, Barbara 

Foley, Jason 

Jenkins, Robert 

Kolmstetter, Elizabeth 

Kramer, Douglas 

Kuyumjian, Kent 

Leavitt, William 

Martin-Wallace, Valencia, Outside SES 
Member 

McNerney, Angela 

Mitchell, Reginald 

Miranda, Roberto 

Pascocello, Susan 

Peters, James 

Romanowski, Alina 

Sampler, Donald 

Schmipp, Michele 

Vera, Mauricio 

Walther, Mark 

Warren, Wade 

Webb, Mark 

White, Christa 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Marvol Edmonds, 202—712-1781. 


Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Vanessa D. Prout, 
Division Chief, Employee Labor Relations 
Division. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23593 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6116-02-P 





DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Rural Housing Service 
Rural Business-Cooperative Service 


Rural Utilities Service 


2014 Farm Bill Implementation 
Listening Session—Rural Community 
College Coordinated Strategy 


AGENCY: Rural Housing Service, Rural 
Business-Cooperative Service, and Rural 
Utilities Service, USDA. 


ACTION: Notice, Correction. 


SUMMARY: On September 25, 2014, Rural 
Development published a notice 
concerning the 2014 Farm Bill 
Implementation Listening Session— 
Rural Community College Coordinated 
Strategy. The phone number for the 
conference was incorrectly stated in one 
location. 


DATES: Effective on Thursday, 
September 25, 2014. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Dexter Pearson, 202—401-9790, Email: 
dexter.pearson@wdc.usda.gov. Persons 
with disabilities who require alternative 
means for communication (Braille, large 
print, audio tape, etc.) should contact 
the USDA Target Center at (202) 720- 
2600 (voice and TDD). 


Correction 


In the Federal Register of September 
25, 2014, FR Doc. #2014—22827 on page 
57505 in the second column, correct 
phone number should read: 

Dial 1-888-469-0566 and enter 
Conference ID: 3499699. 


Dated: September 26, 2014. 
Doug O’Brien, 
Acting Under Secretary, Rural Development. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23577 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-XV-P 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 


September 29, 2014. 


The Department of Agriculture has 
submitted the following information 
collection requirement(s) to OMB for 
review and clearance under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, 
Public Law 104-13. Comments 
regarding (a) whether the collection of 
information is necessary for the proper 
performance of the functions of the 
agency, including whether the 
information will have practical utility; 
(b) the accuracy of the agency’s estimate 
of burden including the validity of the 
methodology and assumptions used; (c) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; (d) ways to minimize the 
burden of the collection of information 
on those who are to respond, including 
through the use of appropriate 
automated, electronic, mechanical, or 
other technological collection 
techniques or other forms of information 
technology. 


Comments regarding this information 
collection received by November 3, 
2014 will be considered. Written 
comments should be addressed to: Desk 
Officer for Agriculture, Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB), New Executive Office Building, 
725—17th Street NW., Washington, DC 
20502. Commenters are encouraged to 
submit their comments to OMB via 
email to: OJRA_Submission@ 
OMB.EOP.GOV or fax (202) 395-5806 
and to Departmental Clearance Office, 
USDA, OCIO, Mail Stop 7602, 
Washington, DC 20250-7602. Copies of 
the submission(s) may be obtained by 
calling (202) 720-8958. 

An agency may not conduct or 
sponsor a Collection of information 
unless the collection of information 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number and the agency informs 
potential persons who are to respond to 
the collection of information that such 
persons are not required to respond to 
the collection of information unless it 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number. 
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Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service 


Title: Importation of Plants for 
Planting; Establishing a Category for 
Plants for Planting Not Authorized for 
Importation Pending Pest Risk Analysis. 


OMB Control Number: 0579-0380. 


Summary Of Collection: The United 
States Department of Agriculture, 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS), is responsible for 
preventing the entry of plant diseases or 
insect pests from entering into the 
United States, preventing the spread of 
pests and noxious weeds not widely 
distributed into the United States, and 
eradicating those imported pests when 
eradication is feasible. Under the Plant 
Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7701—et seq.), 
the Secretary of Agriculture is 
authorized to take such actions as may 
be necessary to prevent the introduction 
and spread of plant pests and noxious 
weeds within the United States. APHIS 
amended the regulations to establish a 
new category of regulated articles in the 
regulations governing the importation of 
nursery stock, also known as plants for 
planting. This category will list taxa for 
plants for planting whose importation is 
not authorized pending pest risk 
analysis. 


Need And Use of the Information: 
APHIS will collect the following 
information before a Pest Risk 
Assessment can be prepared: (1) a 
description and/or map of the specific 
locations(s) of the areas in the exporting 
country where the plant, plant parts,, or 
plant products are produced; (2) 
Scientific name (including genus, 
species, and author names) and 
taxonomic classification of arthropods, 
fungi, bacteria, nematodes, viruses, 
viroids, mollusks, phytoplasmas, 
spiroplasmas, etc., attacking the crop; 
and (3) Plant part attacked by each pest, 
pest life stages associated with plant 
part attacked, and location of pest (in, 
on, or with commodity). 

Description of Respondents: Business 
or other for-profits; Federal 
Government. 


Number of Respondents: 5. 

Frequency of Responses: Reporting: 
On occasion. 

Total Burden Hours: 28. 


Ruth Brown, 


Departmental Information Collection 
Clearance Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23525 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 3410-34-P 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Bureau of Economic Analysis 


Meeting of Bureau of Economic 
Analysis Advisory Committee 


AGENCY: Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
Economics and Statistics 
Administration, Department of 
Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice of Public Meeting. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92- 
463 as amended by Pub. L. 94-409, Pub. 
L. 96-523, Pub. L. 97-375 and Pub. L. 
105-153), we are announcing a meeting 
of the Bureau of Economic Analysis 
Advisory Committee. The meeting will 
address ways in which the national 
economic accounts can be presented 
more effectively for current economic 
analysis and recent statistical 
developments in national accounting. 


DATES: Friday, November 14, the 
meeting will begin at 9:00 a.m. and 
adjourn at 3:30 p.m. 


ADDRESSES: The meeting will take place 
at the Bureau of Economic Analysis at 
1441 L St. NW., Washington, DC. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gianna Marrone, Program Analyst, 
Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Washington, 
DC 20230; telephone number: (202) 
606-9633. 


Public Participation: This meeting is 
open to the public. Because of security 
procedures, anyone planning to attend 
the meeting must contact Gianna 
Marrone of BEA at (202) 606-9633 in 
advance. The meeting is physically 
accessible to people with disabilities. 
Requests for foreign language 
interpretation or other auxiliary aids 
should be directed to Gianna Marrone at 
(202) 606-9633. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Committee was established September 
2, 1999. The Committee advises the 
Director of BEA on matters related to the 
development and improvement of BEA’s 
national, regional, industry, and 
international economic accounts, 
especially in areas of new and rapidly 
growing economic activities arising 
from innovative and advancing 
technologies, and provides 
recommendations from the perspectives 
of the economics profession, business, 
and government. This will be the 
Committee’s twenty-seventh meeting. 


Dated: August 12, 2014. 
Brian C. Moyer, 
Deputy Director, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23424 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-06-P 





DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Foreign-Trade Zones Board 
[S-107-2014] 


Approval of Subzone Status; Southern 
Motion, Inc.; Pontotoc and Baldwyn, 
Mississippi 


On August 7, 2014, the Executive 
Secretary of the Foreign-Trade Zones 
(FTZ) Board docketed an application 
submitted by the Greater Mississippi 
Foreign-Trade Zone, Inc., grantee of FTZ 
158, requesting subzone status subject to 
the existing activation limit of FTZ 158 
on behalf of Southern Motion, Inc., in 
Pontotoc and Baldwyn, Mississippi. 

The application was processed in 
accordance with the FTZ Act and 
Regulations, including notice in the 
Federal Register inviting public 
comment (79 FR 47436, August 13, 
2014). The FTZ staff examiner reviewed 
the application and determined that it 
meets the criteria for approval. 

Pursuant to the authority delegated to 
the FTZ Board’s Executive Secretary (15 
CFR 400.36(f)), the application to 
establish Subzone 158G is approved, 
subject to the FTZ Act and the Board’s 
regulations, including Section 400.13, 
and further subject to FTZ 158’s 2,000- 
acre activation limit. 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 

Andrew McGilvray, 

Executive Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23665 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P 





DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


International Trade Administration 


[A-533-857, A-580-870, A-583-850, A-489— 
816, A-552-817] 


Certain Oil Country Tubular Goods 
From India, the Republic of Korea, 
Taiwan, the Republic of Turkey, and 
the Socialist Republic of Vietnam: 
Notice of Correction to the 
Antidumping Duty Orders With 
Respect to Turkey and the Socialist 
Republic of Vietnam 


AGENCY: Enforcement and Compliance, 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 


DATES: Effective Date: October 3, 2014. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Emily Halle at (202) 482-0176 (India); 
Victoria Cho at (202) 482-5075 or 
Deborah Scott at (202) 482—2657 
(Korea); Thomas Schauer at (202) 482— 
0410 (Taiwan); Catherine Cartsos at 
(202) 482-1757 (Turkey); or Fred Baker 
at (202) 482-2924 or Davina Friedmann 
at (202) 482-0698 (Vietnam), AD/CVD 
Operations, Enforcement and 
Compliance, International Trade 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution 
Avenue NW., Washington, DC 20230. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
September 10, 2014, the Department of 
Commerce (the Department) published 
the antidumping duty orders on certain 
oil country tubular goods (OCTG) from 
India, the Republic of Korea (Korea), 
Taiwan, the Republic of Turkey 
(Turkey), and the Socialist Republic of 
Vietnam (Vietnam). Footnote 1 of the 
Orders contains a list of the Federal 
Register citations for the Department’s 
affirmative final determinations of sales 
at less than fair value (LTFV) in the 
investigations of OCTG from India, 
Korea, Taiwan, Turkey, and Vietnam. 
Incorrect page numbers were cited for 
the final determinations of sales at 
LTFV in the investigations of OCTG 
from Turkey and Vietnam. This notice 
provides the citations for these two 
notices with the correct page numbers. 
The correct citations are: Certain Oil 
Country Tubular Goods From the 
Republic of Turkey: Final Determination 
of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and 
Affirmative Final Determination of 
Critical Circumstances, in Part, 79 FR 
41971 (July 18, 2014) and Certain Oil 
Country Tubular Goods From the 
Socialist Republic of Vietnam: Final 
Determination of Sales at Less Than 
Fair Value and Final Affirmative 
Determination of Critical 
Circumstances, 79 FR 41973 (July 18, 
2014). 


This notice serves as a correction and 
is published in accordance with section 
777(i) of the Tariff Act of 1930 as 
amended. 

Dated: September 25, 2014. 

Paul Piquado, 

Assistant Secretary for Enforcement and 
Compliance. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23666 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-DS-P 


1 See Certain Oil Country Tubular Goods From 
India, the Republic of Korea, Taiwan, the Republic 
of Turkey, and the Socialist Republic of Vietnam: 
Antidumping Duty Orders; and Certain Oil Country 
Tubular Goods From the Socialist Republic of 
Vietnam: Amended Final Determination of Sales at 
Less Than Fair Value, 79 FR 53691 (September 10, 
2014) (Orders). 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


National Institute of Standards and 
Technology 


Proposed Information Collection; 
Comment Request; Summer High 
School Intern Program (SHIP) 


AGENCY: National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Department of 
Commerce, as part of its continuing 
effort to reduce paperwork and 
respondent burden, invites the general 
public and other Federal agencies to 
take this opportunity to comment on 
proposed and/or continuing information 
collections, as required by the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. 


DATES: Written comments must be 
submitted on or before December 2, 
2014. 


ADDRESSES: Direct all written comments 
to Jennifer Jessup, Departmental 
Paperwork Clearance Officer, 
Department of Commerce, Room 6616, 
14th and Constitution Avenue NW., 
Washington, DC 20230 (or via the 
Internet at JJessup@doc.gov). 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Requests for additional information or 
copies of the information collection 
instrument and instructions should be 
directed to Jeremy Lawson, Civil Rights 
and Diversity Office, NIST, 100 Bureau 
Dr., Mail Stop 1080, Gaithersburg, MD 
20899-1080; 301-975-5481; 
jeremy.lawson@nist. gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Abstract 


The Summer High School Intern 
Program (SHIP) is a NIST-wide 8-week 
summer intern program for students 
who will have finished their junior or 
senior year of high school by the start 
of the program, are U.S. citizens, and are 
interested in scientific research. 
Students selected for this competitive 
volunteer program will participate in 
cutting-edge research at NIST, and will 
work closely with NIST staff scientists 
and engineers on a specific research 
problem. 

The first round of the application 
process is completed via an on-line 
application through the Student 
Information System which collects basic 
biographical information about the 
student. This information is reviewed 
and finalists are invited to submit 
secondary materials via email to ship@ 
nist.gov. These secondary materials 
include a resume, transcript, letters of 
recommendation, personal statement, 


and parental consent and commitment 
form. 


II. Method of Collection 


The initial application is via NIST’s 
on-line Student Information System. 
The finalist application is via email to 
ship@nist.gov. 


Ill. Data 


OMB Control Number: 0693—XXXX. 

Form Number(s): None. 

Type of Review: Regular submission 
(new collection). 

Affected Public: Individuals or 
households; Local government (public 
schools). 

Estimated Number of Respondents: 
350. 

Estimated Time per Response: 8 
hours. 

Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours: 2,800. 

Estimated Total Annual Cost to 
Public: $0. 


IV. Request for Comments 


Comments are invited on: (a) Whether 
the proposed collection of information 
is necessary for the proper performance 
of the functions of the agency, including 
whether the information shall have 
practical utility; (b) the accuracy of the 
agency’s estimate of the burden 
(including hours and cost) of the 
proposed collection of information; (c) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and (d) ways to minimize the 
burden of the collection of information 
on respondents, including through the 
use of automated collection techniques 
or other forms of information 
technology. 

Comments submitted in response to 
this notice will be summarized and/or 
included in the request for OMB 
approval of this information collection; 
they also will become a matter of public 
record. 


Dated: September 30, 2014 
Gwellnar Banks, 
Management Analyst, Office of the Chief 
Information Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23610 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-13-P 





DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 

RIN 0648—XD524 

Pacific Fishery Management Council; 
Public Meeting 


AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service, National Oceanic and 
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Atmospheric Administration, 
Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice of public meeting. 


SUMMARY: The Pacific Fishery 
Management Council’s (Council) 
Salmon Subcommittee of the Scientific 
and Statistical Committee (SSC) will 
hold a joint methodology review 
meeting with the Salmon Technical 
Team (STT) and Model Evaluation 
Workgroup (MEW), followed by a 
single-day meeting of the STT, all of 
which will be open to the public. 
DATES: The joint methodology review 
meeting will be held Tuesday, October 
21, from 1 p.m. to 5 p.m., Wednesday, 
October 22, 2014, from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., 
and Thursday, October 23, 2014, from 9 
a.m. to noon, or until business is 
completed. The STT will continue with 
a one-day meeting on Friday, October 
24, 2014, from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
ADDRESSES: Both meetings will be held 
at the Sheraton Portland Airport Hotel, 
8235 NE Airport Way, Portland OR 
97220; telephone: (503) 281-2500. The 
methodology review meeting will be in 
the St. Helens D Room and the STT 
meeting will be in the Garden C Room. 

Council address: Pacific Council, 
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101, 
Portland, OR 97220-1384. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Mike Burner, Pacific Council; 
telephone: (503) 820-2414. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
purpose of the methodology review 
meeting is to discuss and review 
proposed changes to analytical methods 
used in salmon management. 
Recommendations from the 
methodology review meeting will be 
presented at the November 14-19, 2014 
Council meeting in Costa Mesa, CA 
where the Council is scheduled to take 
final action on the proposals. Final 
methodology review topics were 
adopted by the Council at their 
September 12-17, 2014 meeting in 
Spokane, WA and are posted on the 
Pacific Council’s Web page 
(www.pcouncil.org). The STT will hold 
a 1-day session following the 
methodology review to discuss items on 
the Council’s November 2014 meeting 
agenda. Major topics include: The 
salmon methodology review, the Lower 
Columbia River coho harvest matrix, 
and the preseason salmon management 
schedule, process, and documentation 
for 2015. 

Although non-emergency issues not 
contained in the meeting agenda may be 
discussed, those issues may not be the 
subject of formal action during these 
meetings. Action will be restricted to 
those issues specifically listed in this 


document and any issues arising after 
publication of this document that 
require emergency action under section 
305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act, 
provided the public has been notified of 
the intent to take final action to address 
the emergency. 


Special Accommodations 


The meetings are physically 
accessible to people with disabilities. 
Requests for sign language 
interpretation or other auxiliary aids 
should be directed to Mr. Kris 
Kleinschmidt at (503) 820-2425 at least 
5 days prior to the meeting date. 


Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Tracey L. Thompson, 


Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23617 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P 





DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


RIN 0648-XD529 


New England Fishery Management 
Council; Public Meeting 


AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice; public meeting. 


SUMMARY: The New England Fishery 
Management Council’s (Council) 
Scientific and Statistical Committee 
(SSC) will meet to consider actions 
affecting New England fisheries in the 
exclusive economic zone (EEZ). 
DATES: The meeting will be held on 
Monday, October 20, 2014 at 8:30 a.m. 
ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held at 
the DoubleTree by Hilton, 50 Ferncroft 
Road, Danvers, MA 01923; telephone: 
(978) 777-2500; fax: (978) 750-7991. 

Council address: New England 
Fishery Management Council, 50 Water 
Street, Mill 2, Newburyport, MA 01950. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Thomas A. Nies, Executive Director, 
New England Fishery Management 
Council; telephone: (978) 465-0492. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Agenda items: 

The New England Fishery 
Management Council’s SSC will meet 
to: Review stock assessment 
information, consider information 
provided by the Groundfish PDT and 
continue to develop acceptable 
biological catch (ABC) 





recommendations and other scientific 
advice for Gulf of Maine cod for fishing 
years 2015-17; review stock assessment 
information, consider information 
provided by the Groundfish PDT and 
develop overfishing levels (OFLs) and 
ABC recommendations for Georges Bank 
winter flounder, Gulf of Maine winter 
flounder and pollock for fishing years 
2015-17. The committee may not 
complete all the ABC recommendations 
for these stocks at this meeting. They 
will also discuss the format of 
operational stock assessment reports. 
The committee will address other 
business as necessary. 

Although non-emergency issues not 
contained in this agenda may be 
discussed, those issues may not be the 
subject of formal action during this 
meeting. Action will be restricted to 
those issues specifically identified in 
this notice and any issues arising after 
publication of this notice that require 
emergency action under section 305(c) 
of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act, 
provided the public has been notified of 
the Council’s intent to take final action 
to address the emergency. 


Special Accommodations 

This meeting is physically accessible 
to people with disabilities. Requests for 
sign language interpretation or other 
auxiliary aids should be directed to 
Thomas A. Nies (see ADDRESSES) at least 
5 days prior to the meeting date. 

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Tracey L. Thompson, 


Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service. 


{FR Doc. 2014-23542 Filed 10-—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P 





DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


RIN 0648-XD518 


Western Pacific Fishery Management 
Council; Public Meetings 


AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice of public meetings and 
hearings. 


SUMMARY: The Western Pacific Fishery 
Management Council (Council) will 
hold meetings of its 117th Scientific and 
Statistical Committee (SSC) and its 
161st Council meeting to take actions on 
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fishery management issues in the 
Western Pacific Region. The Council 
will also convene meetings of the 
Council’s Education Steering 
Committee, Fishery Data Collection and 
Research Committee, Pelagic Standing 
Committee, and Executive and Budget 
Standing Committee. 


DATES: The meetings will be held 
Monday, October 13, 2014 through 
Thursday, October 23, 2014. For specific 
dates, times and agendas, see 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION. 


ADDRESSES: The Education Steering 
Committee, 117th SSC, the Fishery Data 
Collection and Research Committee and 
Standing Committee meetings will be 
held at the Council office, 1164 Bishop 
Street, Suite 1400, Honolulu, HI 96813; 
telephone: (808) 522-8220. The 161st 
Council meeting will be held at the 
Laniakea YWCA-Fuller Hall, 1040 
Richards Street, Honolulu, HI 96813; 
telephone: (808) 538-7061. 

The Fishers Forum will be held at the 
Harbor View Center, Pier 38, 1129 North 
Nimitz Highway, Honolulu, HI 96817; 
telephone: (808) 983-1200. 

Background documents will be 
available from, and written comments 
should be sent to, Mr. Edwin Ebisui, 
Acting Chair, Western Pacific Fishery 
Management Council, 1164 Bishop 
Street, Suite 1400, Honolulu, HI 96813, 
telephone: (808) 522-8220 or fax: (808) 
522-8226. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Kitty M. Simonds, Executive Director; 
telephone: (808) 522-8220. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Education Steering Committee will meet 
on October 13, 2014, between 3 p.m. 
and 5 p.m.; 117th SSC meeting on 
October 14-16, 2014, between 8:30 a.m. 
and 5 p.m.; Fishery Data Collection and 
Research Committee October 20, 2014, 
between 10 a.m. and 12 noon; the 
Council’s Pelagics and International 
Standing Committee on October 20, 
2014, between 1 p.m. and 3 p.m. and 
Executive and Budget Standing 
Committee October 20, between 3 p.m. 
and 5 p.m.; the 161st Council meeting 
will be held between 8:30 a.m. and 5 
p.m. on October 21-23, 2014. In 
addition, the Council will host a Fishers 
Forum on October 21, 2014, between 6 
p-m. and 9 p.m. 

In addition to the agenda items listed 
here, the SSC and Council will hear 
recommendations from Council 
advisory groups. Public comment 
periods will be provided throughout the 
agendas. The order in which agenda 
items are addressed may change. The 
meetings will run as late as necessary to 
complete scheduled business. 


Schedule and Agenda for the Education 
Steering Committee 


3 p.m.—5 p.m., Monday, October 13, 
2014 


1. Scholarship Program 

2. Internships 

3. Educational Resources 

4. Public Comment 

5. Discussion and Recommendations 


Schedule and Agenda for 117th SSC 
Meeting 


8:30 a.m.—5 p.m., Tuesday, October 14, 
2014 


1. Introductions 

2. Approval of Draft Agenda and 
Assignment of Rapporteurs 

3. Status of the 116th SSC Meeting 
Recommendations 

4. Report from the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) Pacific 
Islands Fisheries Science Center 
Director 

5. Report from NMFS Office of Science 
& Technology 

6. Insular Fisheries 

A. NMFS Pacific Islands Fisheries 
Science Center’s Response to SSC 
Comments on 2014 Main Hawaiian 
Islands (MHI) Deep 7 Bottomfish 
Stock Assessment 

B. Report on SSC Subgroup Regarding 
2014 MHI Deep 7 Bottomfish Stock 
Assessment 

C. Public Comment 

D. SSC Discussion and 
Recommendations 

. Program Planning 

A. Specifying Acceptable Biological 
Catches (ABCs) for the American 
Samoa, Guam and CNMI Bottomfish 
(Action Item) 

B. Report on the Center for 
Independent Experts (CIE) Review 
on the Biomass Augmented Catch- 
Maximum Sustainable Yield (BAC-— 
MSY) Model 

C. Reconsideration of ABC 
Recommendations for Coral Reef 
Fish, Crustacean, MHI Deep 7 and 
Non-Deep 7 Bottomfish (Action 
Item) 

D. Discussion to Develop Agenda for 
the Fifth National SSC Meeting on 
Uncertainties in ABC Specifications 
for Data-limited Stocks 

E. Marine Planning and Climate 
Change Committee 

F. Public Comment 

G. SSC Discussion and 
Recommendations 


N 


8:30 a.m.—5 p.m., Wednesday, October 
15, 2014 


8. Pelagic Fisheries 
A. Fishery Ecosystem Plan (FEP) 
Amendment for Regional Fishery 


Management Organization (RFMO) 
Measures 
1. Development of a Framework 
Process to Implement RFMO 
Conservation and Management 
Measures under the Pelagic FEP 
2. Draft Proposed Regulations to 
Address Overfishing and 
Overfished Status of Western 
Central Pacific Ocean North Pacific 
(WCPO NP) Striped Marlin (Action 
Item) 
B. Bigeye Stock Status (Action Item) 
C. Hawaii Yellowfin and Bigeye 
Commercial Minimum Size Limit 
(Action Item) 
D. Report on Disproportionate Burden 
Workshop 
E. 2014 El Nino Update 
F. International Fisheries 
1. Western and Central Pacific 
Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) 
Science Committee 
2. WCPFC Northern Committee 
3. WCPFC Technical and Compliance 
Committee 
4. US Permanent Advisory Committee 
G. Ocean Legacy 
H. Public Comment 
I. SSC Discussion and 
Recommendations 
. Protected Species 
A. Report on the Hawaii Deep-set 
Longline Biological Opinion (BiOp) 
B. Draft 2014 Marine Mammal Stock 
Assessment Reports 
C. Preliminary Summary of the 
Molokai Cetacean Survey 
D. Independent Advisory Team for 
Marine Mammal Assessments 
k. Updates on Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) and Marine Mammal 
Protection Act (MMPA) Actions 
1. Final Determination to List Corals 
under the ESA 
2. Final Determination to List 
Scalloped Hammerhead Shark 
under the ESA 
3. 90-day Finding on a Petition to List 
Seven Species of Pomacentrid Reef 
Fish under the ESA 
4. Green Turtle Status Review 
5. North Pacific Humpback Whale 
Status Review 
6. Update on the False Killer Whale 
Take Reduction Plan 
Implementation 
7. Proposed 2015 List of Fisheries 
8. Other Relevant Actions 
F. Public Comment 
G. SSC Discussion and 
Recommendations 


© 


8:30 a.m.-12 noon, Thursday, October 
16, 2014 


10. Other Business 
A. 118th SSC Meeting 
11. Summary of SSC Recommendations 
to the Council 


59744 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 





Fishery Data Collection and Research 
Committee 


10 a.m.-12 noon, Monday, October 20, 
2014 


1. Welcome Remarks 

2. Introductions 

3. Update on Progress on Data 
Collection Projects 

. Review of the Strategic Plan Changes 

. Endorsement and Signing of the 
Strategic Plan 

. Revisiting Data Sharing Agreements 

. Planning for the Next Steps 

. Public Comment 

. Discussions and Recommendations 


on 


COON D 


Schedule for Council Standing 
Committee Meetings 


1 p.m.-3 p.m., Monday, October 20, 
2014 


Pelagic and International Standing 
Committee 


3 p.m.—5 p.m., Monday, October 20, 
2014 


Executive and Budget Standing 
Committee 


Schedule and Agenda for 161st Council 
Meeting 


8:30 a.m.—5 p.m., Tuesday, October 21, 
2014 


1. Welcome and Introductions 
A. Swearing In of New and 
Reappointed Members 
2. Approval of the 161st Agenda 
3. Approval of the 160th Meeting 
Minutes 
4, Executive Director’s Report 
5. Presentation on State of Ecosystem 
6. Agency Reports 

A. NMFS 

1. Pacific Islands Regional Office 

2. Pacific Islands Fisheries Science 
Center 

B. NOAA Office of General Counsel, 
Pacific Islands Section 

C. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

D. Enforcement 

1. U.S. Coast Guard 

2. NOAA Office of Law Enforcement 

3. NOAA Office of General Counsel, 
Enforcement Section 

E. Public Comment 

F. Council Discussion and Action 

7. Program Planning and Research 

A. Specifying Annual Catch Limits for 
American Samoa, Guam, CNMI 
Bottomfish (Action Item) 

B. Report on CIE Review of BAC-MSY 
Model (Action Item) 

C. Reconsideration of ACL 
Recommendation and 
Accountability Measures for Coral 
Reef Fish, Crustaceans and MHI 
Non-deep 7 Bottomfish (Action 
Item) 


D. Regional Electronic Technologies 
Implementation Plan 

E. Western Pacific Stock Assessment 
Review Process and Policy 

F. Regional, National and 
International Outreach & Education 

G. Advisory Group Reports and 
Recommendations 

1. Fishery Data Collection and 
Research Committee 

2. Marine Planning and Climate 
Change Committee 

3. Education Steering Committee 

H. SSC Recommendations 

I. Public Hearing 

J. Council Discussion and Action 


Fishers Forum Harbor View Center 6 
p.m.-9 p.m. 


Hawaii Yellowfin and Striped Marlin 
Management 


8:30 a.m.—5 p.m., Wednesday, October 
22, 2014 


8. American Samoa Archipelago 
A. Motu Lipoti 
B. Fono Report 
C. Enforcement Issues 
D. Community Activities and Issues 
E. Education and Outreach Initiatives 
F, American Samoa National Marine 
Sanctuary 
G. Rose Atoll Marine National 
Monument 
H. SSC Recommendations 
I. Public Comment 
J. Council Discussion and Action 
9. Hawaii Archipelago 
A. Moku Pepa 
B. Legislative Report 
C. Enforcement 
D. Main Hawaiian Islands Bottomfish 
1. PIFSC Response to SSC Comments 
on MHI Deep 7 Bottomfish Stock 
Assessment 
. Report on SSC Subgroup Regarding 
2014 MHI Deep 7 Stock Assessment 
3. Reconsideration of MHI Deep 7 
ACL Specification (Action Item) 
4. State of Hawaii BRFA Management 
Plan 
5. Regulatory Changes Establishing a 
Market Delay for the Sale and 
Removal of Non-commercial Bag 
Limits for MHI Bottomfish (Action 
Item) 
E. Community Projects, Activities and 
Issues 
1. Report on Puwalu 
2. Council Marine Science Summer 
Class 
3. Outreach and Education Report 
F, Hawaiian Islands Humpback Whale 
National Marine Sanctuary 
G. SSC Recommendations 
H. Public Hearing 
I. Council Discussion and Action 
10. Protected Species 
A. Report on the Hawaii Deep-set 


i) 


Longline Biological Opinion 
B. Draft 2014 Marine Mammal Stock 
Assessment Reports 
C. Updates on Endangered Species 
Act and Marine Mammal Protection 
Act Actions 
1. Final Determination to List Corals 
under the ESA 
2. Final Determination to List 
Scalloped Hammerhead Shark 
under the ESA 
3. 90-day Finding on a Petition to List 
Seven Species of Pomacentrid Reef 
Fish under the ESA 
. Green Turtle Status Review 
. North Pacific Humpback Whale 
Status Review 
6. Update on the False Killer Whale 
Take Reduction Plan 
Implementation 
7. Proposed 2015 List of Fisheries 
8. Other Relevant Actions 
D. SSC Recommendations 
E. Public Comment 
F,. Council Discussion and Action 
11. Public Comment on Non-agenda 
Items 


oO 


8:30 a.m. to 5 p.m., Thursday October 
23, 2014 


12. Mariana Archipelago 

A. Guam 

1. Isla Informe 

2. Legislative Report 

3. Enforcement Issues 

4, Community Activities and Issues 

B. Commonwealth of Northern 
Mariana Islands 

1. Arongol Falu 

2. Legislative Report 

3. Enforcement Issues 

4, Community Activities and Issues 

C. Marianas Trench Marine National 
Monument: Islands, Volcanic, and 
Trench Units 

D. SSC Recommendations 

E. Public Hearing 

F. Council Discussion and Action 

13. Pelagic & International Fisheries 

A. FEP Amendment for RFMO 
Measures 

1. Development of a Framework 
Process to Implement RFMO 
Conservation and Management 
Measures under the Pelagic FEP 

2. Draft Proposed Regulations to 
Address Overfishing and 
Overfished Status of WCPO NP 
Striped Marlin (Action Item) 

B. Bigeye Stock Status (Action Item) 

C. Hawaii Yellowfin and Bigeye 
Commercial Minimum Size Limit 
(Action Item) 

D. American Samoa Exclusive 
Economic Zone Albacore Catch 
Limit (Action Item) 

E. Report on Disproportionate Burden 
Workshop 

F. International Fisheries 
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1. WCPFC Science Committee 
2. WCPFC Northern Committee 
3. WCPFC Technical and Compliance 
Committee 
4. US Permanent Advisory Committee 
G. Proposed Expansion of the Pacific 
Remote Islands Marine National 
Monument (Action Item) 
1. Changes to Monument Boundaries 
2. Council Action 
H. SSC Recommendations 
I. Standing Committee 
Recommendations 
J. Public Hearing 
K. Council Discussion and 
Recommendations 
14. Administrative Matters 
A. Council Member and Staff Ethics 
Training 
B. Financial Reports 
C. Administrative Reports 
D. Council Family Changes 
1. Advisory Panel Appointments 
E. Meetings and Workshops 
F,. Report on Operational Guidelines 
Workshop 
G. Report on MSA Reauthorization 
H. Other Business 
I. Standing Committee 
Recommendations 
J. Public Comment 
K. Council Discussion and Action 
15. Election of Officers 
16. Other Business 
Non-Emergency issues not contained 
in this agenda may come before the 
Council for discussion and formal 
Council action during its 161st meeting. 
However, Council action on regulatory 
issues will be restricted to those issues 
specifically listed in this document and 
any regulatory issue arising after 
publication of this document that 
requires emergency action under section 
305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, 
provided the public has been notified of 
the Council’s intent to take action to 
address the emergency. 


Special Accommodations 


These meetings are physically 
accessible to people with disabilities. 
Requests for sign language 
interpretation or other auxiliary aids 
should be directed to Kitty M. Simonds, 
(808) 522-8220 (voice) or (808) 522— 
8226 (fax), at least 5 days prior to the 
meeting date. 

Authority: 16 U.S.C 1801 et seq. 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 

Tracey L. Thompson, 


Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23602 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration 


RIN 0648-XD525 


Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 
Council (Council); Public Meeting 


AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), 
Commerce. 

ACTION: Notice of public meeting. 





SUMMARY: The Gulf of Mexico Fishery 
Management Council (Council) will 
hold meetings of the: Joint Law 
Enforcement Committee, Gulf Council’s 
Law Enforcement Advisory Panel 
Committee, and Gulf States Law 
Enforcement Committee, Red Drum 
Management Committee, Joint 
Administrative Policy and Budget/ 
Personnel Committees, Data Collection 
Management Committee, Gulf SEDAR 
Committee, Reef Fish Committee, 
Mackerel Committee, and Shrimp 
Management Committee; in conjunction 
with a meeting of the Full Council. The 
Council will also hold a formal public 
comment session. 

DATES: The Council meeting will 
convene 8:30 a.m. on Monday, October 
20 until 5:30 p.m. on Thursday, October 
23, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: Meeting address: The 
meeting will be held at The Battle 
House Renaissance Mobile Hotel and 
Spa, located at 26 North Royal Street, 
Mobile, AL 36602; telephone: (251) 
338-2000. 

Council address: Gulf of Mexico 
Fishery Management Council, 2203 
North Lois Avenue, Suite 1100, Tampa, 
FL 33607. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Douglas Gregory, Executive Director, 
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management 
Council; telephone: (813) 348-1630; fax: 
(813) 348-1711; email: doug.gregory@ 
gulfcouncil.org. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The items 
of discussion for each individual 
management committee agenda are as 
follows: 


Joint Meeting of the Gulf Council’s Law 
Enforcement Administrative Committee 
(Council), Law Enforcement Advisory 
Panel, and Gulf States Law 
Enforcement Committee Agenda, 
Monday, October 20, 2014, 8:30 a.m. 
until 11 a.m. 


e Usefulness of Charter-for-hire 


Decals 
e Review of Draft Definition of 
Charter Fishing 


e Port Eads, Louisiana Marina Access 

e Overview of Office of Law 
Enforcement (OLE) Gulf Restructuring 

e Review of 2015-2016 Cooperative 
Enforcement Operations Plan 

e State Report Highlights 


Red Drum Management Committee 
Agenda, Monday, October 20, 2014, 11 
a.m. until 11:30 a.m. 


e Scoping Document for Recreational 
Red Drum Management and Update 
From Special Red Drum Working Group 

— Recess — 


Joint Meeting of the Administrative 
Policy and Budget/Personnel 
Committees Agenda, Monday, October 
20, 2014, 1 p.m. until 3 p.m. 


e Review of 2010-2014 Expenditures 
and Budget Carryover to 2015 

e Review and Discussion of Potential 
Contractual Projects 

e Update on Advisory Panels (AP) 
and Scientific and Statistical 
Committees (SSC) Appointment Process 
and Structure 

e Discussion of SSC Conflict of 
Interest Policy 

e Continued Review of Draft 
Statement of Organization Practices and 
Procedures (SOPPs) Revisions 


Data Collection Administrative 
Committee Agenda, Monday, October 
20, 2014, 3 p.m. until 4:30 p.m. 


e Calibration Workshop Summary 
Report 

e Discussion of South Atlantic 
Council Recommendations for 
Electronic Charter Boat Reporting 

e Discussion of Species Reporting 
Requirements Under the Joint Electronic 
Dealer Reporting Amendment 

e Discussion of Strategies to Improve 
Private Recreational Data Collection and 
Management 


Gulf SEDAR Committee Agenda, 
Monday, October 20, 2014, 4:30 p.m. 
until 5:30 p.m. 


e SEDAR 38—Gulf of Mexico and 
South Atlantic King Mackerel 

e SEDAR Steering Committee Update 

e SEDAR Schedule Review 

e Updated List of Fishery Research 
and Socio-economic Priorities for 2015— 
2019 

— Recess — 


Reef Fish Management Committee 
Agenda, Tuesday, October 21, 2014, 
8:30 a.m.—11:30 a.m. & 1 p.m.—5:30 p.m. 


e Estimates of Red Snapper 
Abundance on Alabama’s Offshore 
Reefs 

e Amendment 39—Red Snapper 
Regional Management 
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e Final Action—Amendment 40— 
Recreational Red Snapper Sector 
Separation 

e Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) 
Program Review 

e Gag Overfishing Limit (OFL) and 
Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) 

e Final Action—Red Grouper Bag 
Limit and Accountability Measures 
Framework Action 

e Hogfish Benchmark Assessment 
Overfishing Limit (OFL) and Acceptable 
Biological Catch (ABC) 

e Greater Amberjack Annual Catch 
Limit (ACL)/Annual Catch Target (ACT) 
Options Paper 

e Amendment 28—Red Snapper 
Allocation 

e Southeast Fisheries Science Center 
(SEFSC) Comments on Red Snapper 
Abundance Graph 

— Recess — 


Mackerel Management Committee 
Agenda, Wednesday, October 22, 2014, 
8:30 a.m. until 9:30 a.m. 


e Final Action—Framework 
Amendment 2 to the Coastal Migratory 
Pelagics Fishery Management Plan 
(FMP) for Atlantic Migratory Group 
Spanish Mackerel Trip Limits 

e Other Business—King Mackerel Gill 
Net Concerns 


Shrimp Management Committee 
Agenda, Wednesday, October 22, 2014, 
9:30 a.m.—11 a.m. 


e Final Action—Shrimp Amendment 
15—Status Determination Criteria for 
Penaeid Shrimp and Adjustments to the 
Shrimp Framework Procedure 

e Final Action—Shrimp Amendment 
16—Adjustments to the Annual Catch 
Limit and Accountability Measures for 
Royal Red Shrimp 

e Shrimp Amendment 17—Scoping 
Document of the Shrimp Permit 
Moratorium 

e 2013 Shrimp Effort and Shrimp 
Electronic Logbook (ELB) Program 
Update 


Council Session Agenda, Wednesday, 
October 22, 2014, 11 a.m. until 7:30 
p.m. 


11 a.m.—11:10 a.m.: Call to Order and 
Introductions, Adoption of Agenda, and 
Approval of Minutes 

11:10 a.m.—11:15 a.m.: Approval of 
2015 Committee Appointments 

11:15 a.m.—2:30 p.m.: The Council 
will receive presentations on the 
Proposed Rule Update for the 
Aquaculture Fishery Management Plan 
(FMP), Evaluation of the Status of 
Kemp’s Ridley Sea Turtle Following the 
2010 Deepwater Horizon Spill using a 
Revised Assessment Model, Update on 
Red Snapper Federal Violations. 


2:30 p.m.—5 p.m.: The Council will 
receive public testimony on Final 
Action on Reef Fish Amendment 40— 
Sector Separation, Final Action on 
Shrimp Amendment 15—Status 
Determination Criteria for Penaeid 
Shrimp and Adjustments to the Shrimp 
Framework Procedure, Final Action on 
Shrimp Amendment 16—Adjustments 
to the Annual Catch Limit and 
Accountability Measures for Royal Red 
Shrimp, Final Action on Framework 
Action to Modify Recreational Red 
Grouper Bag Limits and Accountability 
Measures, Final Action on Framework 
Amendment 2 to the Coastal Migratory 
Pelagics Fishery Management Plans 
(FMP)—Atlantic Migratory Group 
Spanish Mackerel Trip Limits, and open 
testimony on any other fishery issues or 
concerns. People wishing to speak 
before the Council should complete a 
public comment card prior to the 
comment period. 

— Recess — 

5:30 p.m.—7:30 p.m.: The Council will 
continue to receive public testimony. 

— Recess — 


Council Session Agenda, Thursday, 
October 23, 2014, 8:30 a.m. until 5:30 
p.m. 


8:30 a.m.—4:30 p.m.: The Council will 
continue to receive committee reports 
from the following: Reef Fish 
Management Committee (8:30 a.m.— 
11:30 a.m.), Shrimp Management 
Committee (1 p.m.—1:30 p.m.), Red 
Drum Management Committee (1:30 
p-m.—1:45 p.m.), Gulf SEDAR 
Management Committee (1:45 p.m.—2 
p.m.), Joint Law Enforcement 
Committees (2 p.m.—3 p.m.), Mackerel 
Management Committee (3 p.m.—3:30 
p.m.), Data Collection Administrative 
Committee (3:30 p.m.—4 p.m.), and the 
Joint Administrative Policy and Budget/ 
Personnel Committee (4 p.m.—4:30 p.m.) 

4:30 p.m.—5:15 p.m.: The Council will 
receive a summary report on the Pacific 
Fishery Management Council Meeting 
and an update on the RESTORE Act 
Science Program. 

5:15 p.m.—5:30 p.m.: Other Business— 
Status of Biscayne National Park 
Implementation of Fishing Regulations 

—Adjourn — 

The Agenda is subject to change, and 
the latest version will be posted on the 
Council’s file server, which can be 
accessed by going to the Council Web 
site at http://www.gulfcouncil.org and 
clicking on FTP Server under Quick 
Links. For meeting materials see folder 
“Briefing Books/Briefing Book 2014-10” 
on Gulf Council file server. The 
username and password are both 
“gulfguest”. The meetings will be 
webcast over the internet. A link to the 


webcast will be available on the 
Council’s Web site, Attp:// 
www.gulfcouncil.org. 

Although non-emergency issues not 
contained in this agenda may come 
before this group for discussion, those 
issues may not be the subject of formal 
action during these meetings. Action 
will be restricted to those issues 
specifically identified in this notice and 
any issues arising after publication of 
this notice that require emergency 
action under section 305(c) of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act, 
provided the public has been notified of 
the Council’s intent to take final action 
to address the emergency. 


Special Accommodations 

These meetings are physically 
accessible to people with disabilities. 
Requests for sign language 
interpretation or other auxiliary aids 
should be directed to Kathy Pereira at 
the Council Office (see ADDRESSES), at 
least 5 working days prior to the 
meeting. 

Note: The times and sequence specified in 
this agenda are subject to change. 


Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq. 
Dated: September 30, 2014. 


Tracey L. Thompson, 


Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service. 


{FR Doc. 2014-23616 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510-22-P 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration 

[Docket No. 140925800-4800-01] 

RIN 0660-—XC013 

Telecommunications Assessment of 
the Arctic Region 


AGENCY: National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration, U.S. 
Department of Commerce. 


ACTION: Notice of Inquiry. 





SUMMARY: Consistent with the 
Implementation Plan for the National 
Strategy for the Arctic Region, the 
National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration (NTIA) 
issues this Notice of Inquiry (Notice) to 
seek public comment on the current and 
potential availability of communications 
services in the Arctic region. 

DATES: Comments must be received no 
later than November 3, 2014. 
ADDRESSES: Comments may be 
submitted by email to 
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arcticnoi@ntia.doc.gov. Comments also 
may be submitted by mail to: National 
Telecommunications and Information 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 1401 Constitution Avenue 
NW., Room 4898, Attn: Arctic NOI, 
Washington, DC 20230. Responders 
should include the name of the person 
or the organization, as well as a page 
number on each page of their 
submissions. Paper submissions should 
also include a CD or DVD with an 
electronic version of the document, 
which should be labeled with the name 
and organization of the filer. All email 
messages and comments received are a 
part of the public record and will 
generally be posted without change to 
the NTIA Web site at http:// 
www.ntia.doc.gov/federal-register- 
notice/2014/comments-arctic-noi. All 
personal identifying information (e.g., 
name, address) voluntarily submitted by 
the commenter may be publicly 
accessible. Please do not submit any 
confidential or business sensitive 
information. NTIA intends to use the 
information provided in response to this 
Notice about potential future plans for 
communications networks in Arctic 
Alaska only in the aggregate, excluding 
companies’ names and customer 
information. Additionally, this 
information will be used to describe 
potential future communications 
developments to fill the gaps where 
services are not currently provided. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Helen Shaw, National 
Telecommunications and Information 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, 1401 Constitution Avenue 
NW., Room 4874, Washington, DC 
20230; telephone: (202) 482-1157; email 
hshaw@ntia.doc.gov. Please direct 
media inquiries to NTIA’s Office of 
Public Affairs, (202) 482-7002. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


On May 10, 2013, President Obama 
issued the National Strategy for the 
Arctic Region (National Strategy) to 
articulate strategic priorities to enable 
the United States to “respond effectively 
to challenges and emerging 
opportunities arising from significant 
increases in Arctic activity due to the 
diminishment of sea ice and the 
emergence of a new Arctic 
environment.” ! The National Strategy 


1 National Strategy for the Arctic Region, The 
White House (May 10, 2013), available at http:// 
www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/nat_ 
arctic_strategy.pdf. For purposes of this Notice, the 
Arctic Region is defined as the geographic region 
north of the Arctic Circle, which is at 66° 33’ 39” 
North latitude. The area includes offshore areas 
such as the Chukchi Sea and the Beaufort Sea. 


includes: (1) Advancing U.S. security 
interests; (2) pursuing responsible 
Arctic Region stewardship; and (3) 
strengthening international cooperation. 
The National Strategy states that these 
efforts will be guided by: “Providing for 
the security of the United States; 
protecting the free flow of resources and 
commerce; protecting the environment; 
addressing the needs of indigenous 
communities; and enabling scientific 
research.” The United States is a 
member of an eight nation Arctic 
Council, also consisting of Canada, the 
Russian Federation, Denmark, Iceland, 
Finland, Sweden, and Norway. 

The White House issued the 
Implementation Plan for the National 
Strategy for the Arctic Region 
(Implementation Plan) in January 2014, 
setting forth the methodology, process, 
and approach for executing the National 
Strategy.4 The Implementation Plan 
provides four guiding principles: (1) 
Safeguard peace and stability; (2) make 
decisions using the best available 
information; (3) pursue innovative 
arrangements; and (4) consult and 
coordinate with Alaska Natives.® 
Furthermore, the Implementation Plan 
emphasizes that the successful 
implementation of the National Strategy 
will depend upon the active engagement 
and coordination with Alaska Natives 
and the State of Alaska.® 

The Implementation Plan calls on 
NTIA, with support from the 
Department of Defense, Department of 
Homeland Security (U.S. Coast Guard), 
Department of Transportation, and the 
Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC), to ‘“‘assess the telecommunication 
infrastructure in the Arctic and use new 
technology to support improved 
communications in the region, 
including in areas of sparse population 
to facilitate emergency response.” 7 The 
Implementation Plan outlines three 
distinct deliverables: (1) ‘‘[a]ssess 
current and potential availability of 
telecommunications services in the 
Arctic region, including local and long- 


2 Id. at 4. 

+ For purposes of this Notice, the “pan Arctic”’ 
region is defined as the region above the Arctic 
Circle that includes the areas of all eight Arctic 
Council member nations. 

4 Implementation Plan for the National Strategy 
for the Arctic Region, The White House, January 
2014, available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/ 
default/files/docs/implementation plan_for_the_ 
national strategy for the arctic region - fi....pdf. 

5 Id. at 4. 

® Press Release, White House Releases 
Implementation Plan for the National Strategy for 
the Arctic Region, National Security Council (Jan. 
30, 2014), available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/ 
blog/2014/01/30/white-house-releases- 
implementation-plan-national-strategy-arctic- 
region. 

? Implementation Plan at 6. 


distance terrestrial, commercial mobile 
cellular, public safety services, 
emergency services, navigational safety 
and satellite voice, and broadband 
channel availability by the end of 
2014;”’ (2) ‘[dJevelop a framework that 
lists and prioritizes opportunities for 
investment in telecom capacity and 
capability, with a strong emphasis on 
innovative technologies with Federal, 
State, and international public-private 
partnerships by the end of 2015;” and 
(3) “{iJn collaboration with the Arctic 
Council, evaluate feasibility of an 
Arctic-wide telecommunications 
network and radio frequency spectrum 
management with the goals of 
compatible interference-free operations 
and Arctic-wide communications by 
end of the U.S. Chairmanship of the 
Arctic Council.” ® 

The Implementation Plan states 
further that ‘‘[s]uccess of this initiative 
will be the development of a framework, 
in coordination with Federal, State, 
local, tribal, native governments and the 
commercial enterprise, to prioritize 
investments in new facility and 
equipment installations such as high- 
powered high frequency radio stations, 
satellite ground stations, fixed 
microwave radio stations, public safety 
radio facilities, mobile cellular base 
stations, and fiber optic cable 
installations that enhance security and 
safety in the Arctic.” 9 

NTIA and its Federal partners will 
leverage information currently available 
from government, commercial, non- 
profit, and academic entities. For 
example, NTIA’s State Broadband 
Initiative funded a comprehensive 
assessment of broadband infrastructure 
across Alaska, which resulted in an 
August 2013 report entitled A Blueprint 
for Alaska’s Broadband Future 
(Blueprint Report).1° We will also utilize 
data from the National Broadband Map 
and the Alaska Emergency Response 
Guide for Small Communities." 


II. Objectives of This Notice 


Effective communications services are 
critical to accommodate the increase in 
commercial, residential, governmental, 
and other critical economic and social 
activities across Arctic Alaskan 


8 Id. at 6-7. 

9 Jd. at 7. 

10 A Blueprint for Alaska’s Broadband Future, 
Statewide Broadband Task Force (August 2013), 
available at http://www.alaska.edu/files/oit/ 
bbtaskforce/2013-08-AK-Broadband-Task-Force- 
Report % 7CA-Blueprint-for-Alaska’s-Broadband- 
Future.pdf. 

11 Alaska Emergency Response Guide for Small 
Communities, State of Alaska Department of 
Military and Veterans Affairs and Homeland 
Security & Emergency Management (March 2013), 
available at http://ready.alaska.gov. 
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communities, as well as the pan-Arctic 
region in general. A robust 
communications infrastructure is a 
critical tool in economic development, 
and it is expected that communications 
networks will contribute to small 
business development, economic 
growth, and corresponding employment 
increases. Accurate and reliable 
networks and services, such as 
radionavigation, are critical to the safety 
and security of the region. 

This Notice offers an opportunity for 
all interested parties to provide 
information regarding existing and 
potential communications technologies, 
services and applications for the Arctic 
region. We invite input from 
communication service providers that 
currently serve, or plan to serve, Arctic 
Alaska and the pan-Arctic region. We 
also seek comment from subject matter 
experts on the questions below. We 
further invite feedback from all user 
segments (e.g., residential, business, 
government, or community 
organizations) residing within the 
Alaskan portion of the Arctic and all 
users whose activities may require 
communications access across any 
portion of the Arctic. 

For purposes of this Notice, the Arctic 
Region of Alaska is defined as the 
geographic region north of the Arctic 
Circle, which is at 66° 33’ 39” North 
latitude. The area includes offshore 
areas such as the Chukchi Sea and the 
Beaufort Sea. However, parties may 
submit information and data outside of 
this geographic area if its inclusion is 
relevant to the questions that follow. 


III. Request for Comments on Available 
and Planned Communications Services 


The Implementation Plan specifies a 
number of existing and potential 
services for NTIA to assess, including: 
Local and long-distance terrestrial, 
commercial mobile cellular, public 
safety services, emergency services, 
navigational safety, satellite voice, and 
broadband services. These services 
reflect a variety of network technologies. 
We seek comment on the availability of 
all network technologies, general 
communications services, and dedicated 
networks and special services targeted 
for specific user segments in Arctic 
Alaska. Interested parties should, 
therefore, provide information on the 
availability and adequacy of networks 
and services listed below, and any 
others that support the safety and 
security, economic development, and 
other objectives in Arctic Alaska that 
were noted in the National Strategy. 

e General Network Technologies: 
Wireline networks (copper, cable, 
optical fiber, or hybrid networks), fixed 





wireless networks (point-to-point, point- 
to-multipoint), mobile wireless 
networks, Wi-Fi networks, fiber and 
microwave-based middle-mile 
networks, satellite systems, submarine 
cable networks, terrestrial broadcast 
networks, high frequency (HF) radio 
networks, very high frequency (VHF), 
unlicensed systems, and any forms of 
hybrid networks. 

e¢ General Communications Services: 
Voice, data, and video services that can 
be delivered to fixed or mobile devices. 

e Dedicated Networks and/or Special 
Communications Services: Public safety, 
emergency, search and rescue services, 
radionavigation, aeronautical, maritime 
communications, weather services, or 
other categories for specific user 
segments. 

We seek information about the 
location and the adequacy of existent 
networks owned and managed by 
commercial service providers, 
government entities, non-profits, 
research and education entities, or any 
other ownership and management 
models. Many of these networks and 
services target terrestrial-based users 
(e.g., mobile cellular, terrestrial fiber, 
fixed wireless). Input should pertain to 
the network infrastructure and services 
within the Arctic portion of Alaska. 
Other services may address the needs of 
both Alaskan-based and pan-Arctic 
users (e.g., satellite, maritime 
communications). 

To help guide commenters, we seek 
information about the availability and 
adequacy of telecommunications 
services in the following Arctic Alaskan 
communities and key geographic 
locations: Alatna, Allakaket, Ambler, 
Anaktuvuk Pass, Arctic Village, 
Atgasuk, Barrow (including Point 
Barrow), Beaufort Sea area, Beechey 
Point, Bettles, Cape Blossom, Cape 
Lisburne, Chalkyitsik, Chandalar, 
Chuckchi Sea area, Coldfoot, Deadhorse, 
Evansville, Fort Yukon, Kaktovik, 
Kiana, Kivalina, Kobuk, Kotzebue, New 
Allakaket, Noatak, Northstar Island, 
Noorvik, Nuiqsut, Point Hope, Point 
Lay, Prudhoe Bay/Prudhoe Bay Oil 
Field, Red Dog Mine, Selawik, 
Sheshalik, Shungnak, Umiat, Venetie, 
Wainwright, and Wiseman. This list 
should not be considered all-inclusive, 
and absence from the list should not 
preclude responses on other Arctic 
locations. 

We encourage a broad response in 
order to assist our efforts to develop a 
comprehensive assessment that 
considers all service providers, user 
segments, stakeholders, and other 
interested parties. We welcome 
responses and comments covering the 
following areas: (a) Available networks 


and services; (b) potential networks and 
services; (c) recommendations to foster 
the deployment of advanced 
communication networks and services; 
and (d) adoption barriers. Please send 
links to relevant documents, such as 
studies and reports. 


IV. Questions About 
Telecommunications Services and 
Technologies in Arctic Alaskan 
Communities and the Pan-Arctic 
Region 

(1) Existing and Potential Networks 
and Services in Arctic Alaska: Which 
Arctic Alaskan communities have 
access to, or lack access to, the network 
technologies and communications 
services that enable local residents, 
businesses, community institutions, 
local authorities, and other user groups 
to effectively meet their 
communications requirements? What 
network technologies and services are 
being planned to address both current 
and emerging user needs? 

(2) Wireline-Based Broadband 
Services: Which Arctic Alaskan 
communities have access to fixed 
wireline services that offer a minimum 
broadband speed of 4 Mbps download 
and 1 Mbps upload? ?2 For such 
communities, is access available to all 
homes, businesses, and community 
anchor institutions? For communities 
with fiber, what factors enable the 
business case for such deployment? For 
communities that have advanced speeds 
via copper-based plant, please cite the 
types of upgrades undertaken (e.g., 
copper-bonding, hybrid fiber systems, or 
middle-mile upgrades to central offices). 
For communities with microwave or 
fiber backhaul, what key enablers led to 
such deployment (e.g., federal or state 
subsidy, public-private partnerships, 
innovative business models)? 

(3) Fixed Wireless Broadband 
Services: Which Arctic Alaskan 
communities have access to fixed 
wireless broadband with minimum 
broadband speeds of 4 Mbps download 
and 1 Mbps upload? What are the key 
advantages and limitations of these 
networks? What best practices and 
lessons can be applied to expand fixed 
wireless solutions to other underserved 
Arctic Alaskan communities? 

(4) Mobile Wireless: Which Arctic 
Alaskan communities have access to 
mobile wireless broadband services that 


12 Federal Communications Commission, Tenth 
Broadband Progress Notice of Inquiry (August 
2014), available at http://transition.fcc.gov/Daily_ 
Releases/Daily_Business/2014/db0805/FCC-14- 
113A1.pdf. The Commission applies this 
benchmark to assess the pace of broadband 
deployment, and has asked in the cited Notice 
whether it should modify this threshold. 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59749 





offer at least 4 Mbps download and 1 
Mbps upload speeds? What percentage 
of households has replaced wireline 
services with mobile wireless services? 
Under what circumstances are mobile 
wireless services considered the most 
effective broadband solution for Arctic 
Alaskan communities, taking into 
account pricing, coverage, service 
quality, scale, and other key factors? 
What are the key barriers (e.g., 
economic, technology, regulatory, or 
spectrum availability) preventing wide- 
scale deployment of third and fourth 
generation (3G and 4G) technologies in 
the Arctic Alaskan region? To what 
extent is the lack of middle-mile fiber or 
other broadband backhaul to base 
stations a key barrier to higher speed 
deployments? 

5) Public Safety Services: Which 
Arctic Alaskan communities have 
access to, or lack access to, wire and 
wireless public safety communications 
systems used by law enforcement, fire 
emergency, and emergency medical first 
responders? Are there plans to extend 
the Alaska Land Mobile Radio network 
(ALMR) and the State of Alaska 
Telecommunications System (SATS) to 
any Arctic Alaskan communities? What 
are the benefits and limitations of 
extending the ALMR and SATS 
networks to these communities and first 
responders and what key barriers may 
limit this extension? Which other 
network technologies and services are 
used by public safety professionals (e.g., 
dispatch land mobile radio systems, 
commercial mobile radio, mobile 
satellite services, high-frequency), and 
what are the key strengths and 
limitations of these networks and 
services? How is communications 
interoperability achieved among various 
first responders, and among federal, 
state, and local agencies? What network 
technologies and services are being 
planned for public safety 
communications, and what are the key 
enablers and challenges with regard to 
the rollout of these networks? 

(6) Emergency Communications and 
Search and Rescue: What are the 
emergency wired and wireless 
communications services available 
within the listed Arctic Alaska 
communities, and other communities 
and locations, and near and far offshore 
areas? How would these communities 
connect into the overall Alaskan 
communications backbone network in 
case of a major emergency? To what 
extent are there areas without any 
emergency communications services? 
What communications services are used 
for search and rescue operations and 
what is their availability and reliability? 
Are the existing communications 


services used for search and rescue 
operations adequate or are additional 
services necessary? 

(7) Satellite Communications 
Services: What specific satellite-based 
services are widely used by Arctic 
Alaskan communities and users across 
the pan-Arctic region? What are the 
strengths and limitations of using 
satellites generally and for specific 
communications services? What key 
dependencies and factors impact the 
likelihood of these planned systems 
being launched in a timely manner? 
Which specific user segments are being 
targeted and what services will be 
offered? Do existing and planned 
satellite systems target the broader pan- 
Arctic footprint and provide 24/7 
availability? For areas where satellites 
constitute the only form of 
communications, what ensures 
reasonable pricing and service quality? 
In regard to older satellites that were 
formerly in the geostationary orbit and 
are now operating in an inclined orbit, 
how many hours of operation and what 
quality of service do they offer in the 
Arctic Alaskan and in the pan-Arctic 
area? 

(8) Broadcasting and Broadcasting- 
Satellite Services: What methods are 
used to receive radio and television 
broadcast signals in Arctic Alaskan 
areas? What improvements can be made 
if such signals are not readily available? 
Does the Alaska Rural Communications 
System (ARCS) provide adequate 
broadcasting coverage in the Arctic 
Alaskan communities? To what extent 
do the broadband speeds of other 
terrestrial and satellite networks enable 
the delivery of high-quality video? 

(9) Submarine Cable Networks: How 
do existing submarine cable networks 
currently support the delivery of 
communications services in Arctic 
Alaskan communities and the pan- 
Arctic region? What are the advantages 
and limitations of these networks? How 
will new submarine cable facilities 
being planned for this region contribute 
to the performance, economics, and 
overall network access for the 
previously mentioned services? What is 
the timetable for building and operating 
these planned facilities and what key 
risks could impact their timing, scale, 
availability, and overall sustainability? 

(10) Aeronautical and Maritime 
Communications: What 
communications systems and 
technologies support aircraft and 
maritime voice and data 
communications? What are the key 
strengths and limitations of these 
networks? What new systems are being 
planned to address aviation and 
maritime user needs? 


(11) Aeronautical and Maritime 
Radionavigation: What radionavigation 
systems are currently used by 
commercial ships and aircrafts in the 
Arctic region? What are the key 
strengths and limitations of these 
systems, especially with regard to 
location reliability? What new satellite- 
based navigation systems are being 
planned, and what are their comparative 
advantages relative to current systems? 
What key dependencies and factors 
impact the likelihood of these systems 
being launched in a timely manner? 

(12) Weather and Other Information 
Services: How effectively do broadcast 
and other networks support the delivery 
of weather monitoring alerts (including 
warnings, watches, and forecasts) and 
non-weather hazard alerts across Arctic 
Alaska and the pan-Arctic region, 
especially with regard to speed of 
delivery and service reliability? How do 
Arctic broadcasts and other information 
reports for weather monitoring compare 
to those services in other parts of 
Alaska? What initiatives are underway, 
or can be recommended, to improve the 
delivery and receipt of weather 
information and other critical alerts, 
including system upgrades and/or new 
infrastructure deployments? What 
innovations across satellite imaging and 
other technology developments offer the 
greatest potential? 

(13) High Frequency Radio 
Communications (3-30 MHz): How do 
high frequency (HF) radio systems serve 
Arctic Alaskan end-users and to what 
degree are they used especially for 
emergency and search and rescue 
communications? What are the 
comparative advantages and limitations 
of HF radio relative to other 
technologies, especially with regard to 
reliability, privacy, and degree of 
availability after considering seasonal 
and temporal variances? Which 
frequencies are currently used and 
which ones offer the highest quality of 
service? What improvements have been 
made, or are planned, on HF radios to 
improve communications? 

(14) Very High Frequency Radio 
Communications (30-300 MHz): How 
do Arctic Alaskan residents use VHF 
radios to communicate? 

(15) Unlicensed (License-Exempt) 
Systems: What applications and services 
utilizing unlicensed spectrum bands are 
used across the Arctic region and to 
what extent? To what extent is 
unlicensed spectrum used for providing 
broadband for residential and business 
users? What speeds are available to 
these users? To what extent do power 
limits and other technical restrictions in 
unlicensed spectrum bands impede the 
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ability to deliver services to more homes 
and businesses? 


(16) Existing and Potential Networks 
and Services Across the Pan-Arctic 
Region: Which pan-Arctic regions have 
access to, or lack access to, network 
technologies and communications 
services critical to the safety and 
security of the pan-Arctic region, and 
the increasing activity across 
commercial, maritime, research, 
tourism, and other growing sectors? 
What network technologies and services 
are being planned across the pan-Arctic 
region to address both current and 
emerging user needs? 


(17) Fostering the Deployment of 
Advanced Communications Networks 
and Services in Arctic Alaskan 
Communities: What strategies are 
recommended to facilitate the 
deployment of additional 
communications capabilities across 
Arctic Alaska? These recommendations 
may involve commercial or public 
investment, new business models, 
policy and regulatory changes (federal, 
state, or local), public-private 
partnerships, research and innovation 
developments, or other suggestions. 
Please comment on best practices in 
other Alaskan communities and other 
rural and remote areas. 


(18) Fostering the Deployment of 
Advanced Communication Networks 
and Services in the Pan-Arctic Region: 
What would facilitate the deployment of 
advanced networks to ensure the safety, 
security, and the commercial interests of 
the United States and other 
international users in the pan-Arctic 
region? These recommendations may 
involve commercial or public 
investment, new business models, 
policy and regulatory changes (federal 
or international), international 
agreements, public-private partnerships, 
research and innovation developments, 
or other suggestions. We seek comment 
on best practices from other pan-Arctic 
locations, and other rural and remote 
areas. 

(19) Adoption Barriers: What key 
barriers limit the adoption of existing 
services for users across both Arctic 
Alaska and the broader pan-Arctic 
region? How can these adoption barriers 
be addressed? 


Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Lawrence E. Strickling, 


Assistant Secretary for Communications and 
Information. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23517 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 3510-60-P 


COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE FROM 
PEOPLE WHO ARE BLIND OR 
SEVERELY DISABLED 


Procurement List; Proposed Additions 
and Deletion 


AGENCY: Committee for Purchase From 
People Who Are Blind or Severely 
Disabled. 

ACTION: Proposed additions to and 
deletions from the Procurement List. 


SUMMARY: The Committee is proposing 


to add products and services to the 
Procurement List that will be furnished 
by nonprofit agencies employing 
persons who are blind or have other 
severe disabilities and, deletes a service 
previously provided by such agency. 
DATES: Comments Must Be Received On 
Or Before: 11/3/2014. 

ADDRESSES: Committee for Purchase 
From People Who Are Blind or Severely 
Disabled, 1401 S. Clark Street, Suite 
10800, Arlington, Virginia, 22202-4149. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION OR TO SUBMIT 
COMMENTS CONTACT: Barry S. Lineback, 
Telephone: (703) 603-7740, Fax: (703) 
603-0655, or email CMVTEFedReg@ 
AbilityOne.gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
notice is published pursuant to 41 
U.S.C. 8503(a)(2) and 41 CFR 51-2.3. Its 
purpose is to provide interested persons 
an opportunity to submit comments on 
the proposed actions. 


Additions 


If the Committee approves the 
proposed additions, the entities of the 
Federal Government identified in this 
notice will be required to procure the 
products and services listed below from 
nonprofit agencies employing persons 
who are blind or have other severe 
disabilities. 

The following products and services 
are proposed for addition to the 
Procurement List for production by the 
nonprofit agencies listed: 


Products 


Sweatshirt, Physical Fitness, USMC, Unisex, 

Long Sleeve 

NSN: 8415-00-—SAM-3800—Black, Size X- 
Large 

NSN: 8415-00-—SAM-3801—Black, Size 
Small 

NSN: 8415—-00-SAM-3802—Black, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415—00-—SAM-3803—Black, Size 
Large 

NSN: 8415—-00-SAM-3804—Black, Size X- 
Large 

NSN: 8415—00—SAM-3805—Maroon, Size 
Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3806—Maroon, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415—00-SAM-3807—Blue, Size 


Medium 

NSN: 8415—-00-SAM-3808—Yellow, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3809—Y ellow, Size 
Smal] 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3810—Y ellow, Size 
Large 

NSN: 8415—-00-SAM-3811—Green, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3812—Red, Size Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3813—Red, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3814—Red, Size Large 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3815—Blue, Size Small 

T-Shirt, Mesh, Physical Fitness, USMC, 

Unisex, Short Sleeve 

NSN: 8415-00—SAM-3771 —, Gold, Size 
Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3772—Gold, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3773—Gold, Size Large 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3774—Gold, Size X- 
Large 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3775—Blue, Size Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3776—Blue, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415—-00-SAM-3777—Blue, Size Large 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3778—Blue, Size X- 
Large 

NSN: 8415-00—SAM-3779—Maroon, Size X- 
Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3780—Maroon, Size 
Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3781—Maroon, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3782—Red, Size Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3783—Red, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3784—Red, Size Large 

NSN: 8415—00-—SAM-3785—Red, Size X- 
Large 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3786—Gray, Size Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3787—Gray, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415—-00-SAM-3788—Gray, Size Large 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-—3789—Green, Size X- 
Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-—3790—Green, Size 
Small 

NSN: 8415—00-SAM-3791—Green, Size 
Medium 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-—3792—Green, Size 
Large 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3793—Black W/ 
Weapons Logo, Size Small 

NSN: 8415-00—SAM-3794—Black W/ 
Weapons Logo, Size Medium 

NSN: 8415—00—SAM-3795—Black W/ 
Weapons Logo, Size Large 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3796—Gray, Size X- 
Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3797—Black W/Drill 
Instructor Logo, Small 

NSN: 8415-00-SAM-3798—Black W/Drill 
Instructor Logo, Medium 

NSN: 8415-00—SAM-3799—Black W/Drill 
Instructor Logo, Large 

NPA: Beaufort Vocational Rehabilitation 
Center, Beaufort, SC 

Contracting Activity: Dept of the Navy, 
Commanding General, MCRD, Parris 
Island, SC 

Coverage: C-List for 100% of the requirement 
of the U.S. Marine Corps Parris Island 
Recruiting Depot, as aggregated by the 
Commanding General, U.S. Marine Corps 
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Parris Island Recruiting Depot, Parris 
Island, SC. 

Work Lamp 

NSN: 6230—00—NIB—0060—Extendable, 
Torch Style, Rubber Grip, LED, 
Rechargeable 

NSN: 6230-—00—NIB—0061—Baton Style, 
Rubber Grip, LED, Rechargeable 

NSN: 6230-—00—NIB-—0062—Aluminum 
Frame, Superbright, COB LED, 
Rechargeable 

NPA: Industries for the Blind, Inc., West 
Allis, WI 

Contracting Activity: Defense Logistics 
Agency Troop Support, Philadelphia, PA 

Coverage: B-List for the Broad Government 
Requirement as aggregated by the 


Defense Logistics Agency Troop Support, 


Philadelphia, PA. 

Services 

Service Type/,Locations: Custodial Service, 
Architect of the Capitol, Dirksen Senate 
Office Building, 1st and C Streets NE., 
Washington, DC 

Hart Senate Office Building, 2nd and C 
Streets NE., Washington, DC 
Russell Senate Office Building, 1st and 

Constitution Avenue NE., Washington, 
DC 

NPA: Davis Memoria] Goodwill Industries, 
Washington, DC 

Contracting Activity: Architect of the Capitol, 
U.S. Capitol Building, Washington, DC 

Service Type/,Location: Grounds 
Maintenance and Snow Removal 
Service, US Army, US Army Research 
Laboratory, 4402 Susquehanna Avenue, 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 

NPA: Melwood Horticultural Training 
Center, Upper Marlboro, MD 

Contracting Activity: Dept of the Army, 
W2SD ENDIST PHILADELPHIA, 
Philadelphia, PA 


Deletion 


The following service is proposed for 
deletion from the Procurement List: 


Service 

Service Type/Location: Janitorial/,Custodial 
Service, Department of Agriculture, 
Kootenai National Forest, Libby Ranger 
Station, Libby, MT 

NPA: Lincoln Training Center and 
Rehabilitation Workshop, South E] 
Monte, CA 

Contracting Activity: Department of 
Agriculture, Procurement Operations 
Division, Washington, DC 


Barry S. Lineback, 

Director, Business Operations. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23605 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6353-01-P 








COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE FROM 
PEOPLE WHO ARE BLIND OR 
SEVERELY DISABLED 


Procurement List; Deletions 


AGENCY: Committee for Purchase From 
People Who Are Blind or Severely 
Disabled. 

ACTION: Deletions from the Procurement 
List. 





SUMMARY: This action deletes a product 
and service from the Procurement List 
previously furnished by nonprofit 
agencies employing persons who are 
blind or have other severe disabilities. 
DATES: Effective Date: 11/3/2014. 
ADDRESSES: Committee for Purchase 
From People Who Are Blind or Severely 
Disabled, 1401 S. Clark Street, Suite 
10800, Arlington, Virginia 22202-4149. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Barry S. Lineback, Telephone: (703) 
603-7740, Fax: (703) 603—0655, or email 
CMTEFedReg@AbilityOne.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Deletions 


On 8/29/2014 (79 FR 51561), the 
Committee for Purchase From People 
Who Are Blind or Severely Disabled 
published notice of proposed deletions 
from the Procurement List. 

After consideration of the relevant 
matter presented, the Committee has 
determined that the product and service 
listed below are no longer suitable for 
procurement by the Federal Government 
under 41 U.S.C. 8501-8506 and 41 CFR 
51-2.4. 


Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification 


I certify that the following action will 
not have a significant impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. 
The major factors considered for this 
certification were: 

1. The action will not result in 
additional reporting, recordkeeping or 
other compliance requirements for small 
entities. 

2. The action may result in 
authorizing small entities to furnish the 
product and service to the Government. 

3. There are no known regulatory 
alternatives which would accomplish 
the objectives of the Javits-Wagner- 
O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 8501-8506) in 
connection with the product and service 
deleted from the Procurement List. 


End of Certification 


Accordingly, the following product 
and service are deleted from the 
Procurement List: 

Product 
NSN: 5340—00—410-—2296—Cover, Fire 


Extinguisher 

NPA: Huntsville Rehabilitation Foundation, 
Huntsville, AL 

Contracting Activity: Defense Logistics 
Agency Troop Support, Philadelphia, PA 

Service 

Service Type/,Location: Catering Service, 
Military Entrance Processing Station, Leo 
O’Brien Federal] Building, Suite 810, 
Albany, NY 

NPA: Albany County Chapter, NYSARC, Inc., 
Slingerlands, NY 

Contracting Activity: Dept of the Army, 
W6QM MICC Ctr-Ft Knox, Ft Knox, KY 


Barry S. Lineback, 

Director, Business Operations. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23604 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6353-01-P 





DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Office of the Secretary 
[Docket ID: DoD-2014—-OS-01 16] 


Proposed Collection; Comment 
Request 


AGENCY: Defense Information Systems 
Agency, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, the 
Defense Information Systems Agency 
announces a proposed public 
information collection and seeks public 
comment on the provisions thereof. 
Comments are invited on: (a) Whether 
the proposed collection of information 
is necessary for the proper performance 
of the functions of the agency, including 
whether the information shall have 
practical utility; (b) the accuracy of the 
agency’s estimate of the burden of the 
proposed information collection; (c) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and (d) ways to minimize the 
burden of the information collection on 
respondents, including through the use 
of automated collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology. 
DATES: Consideration will be given to all 
comments received by December 2, 
2014. 


ADDRESSES: You may submit comments, 
identified by docket number and title, 
by any of the following methods: 

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: http:// 
www.regulations.gov. Follow the 
instructions for submitting comments. 

e Mail: Federal Docket Management 
System Office, 4800 Mark Center Drive, 
East Tower, Suite 02G09, Alexandria, 
VA 22350-3100. 

Instructions: All submissions received 
must include the agency name, docket 
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number and title for this Federal 
Register document. The general policy 
for comments and other submissions 
from members of the public is to make 
these submissions available for public 
viewing on the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov as they are 
received without change, including any 
personal identifiers or contact 
information. Any associated form(s) for 
this collection may be located within 
this same electronic docket and 
downloaded for review/testing. Follow 
the instructions at http:// 
www.regulations.gov for submitting 
comments. Please submit comments on 
any given form identified by docket 
number, form number, and title. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: ‘To 
request more information on this 
proposed information collection or to 
obtain a copy of the proposal and 
associated collection instruments, 
please write to the Office of Public 
Affairs, Defense Information Systems 
Agency, 6910 Cooper Rd, Ft. Meade 
Maryland 20755. Contact 301-225-8100 
or disa.meade.spi.mbx.disa-pao@ 
mail. mil. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Title; Associated Form; and OMB 
Number: Defense Connect Online 
Satisfaction Survey; OMB Control 
Number 0704—TBD. 





Needs and Uses: The information 
collection requirement is necessary to 
measure user satisfaction of the Defense 
Connect Online (DCO) collaboration 
tool in accordance with the Quality 
Assurance Surveillance Plan required 
by contract HC1047—11-—C-4013. 

Affected Public: Individuals or 
Households. 

Annual Burden Hours: 300. 

Number of Respondents: 1200. 

Responses per Respondent: 1. 

Average Burden per Response: 15 
minutes. 

Frequency: On occasion. 

Respondents are DoD contractors who 
are registered users of DCO as part of 
their official duties. The completed 
web-based satisfaction survey responses 
are aggregated and reported to DISA as 
part of the Quality Assurance 
Surveillance Plan. Additionally, users 
who voluntarily provide their contact 
information receive a follow-up call 
from the DCO service provider to 
discuss any concerns or issues they 
have with DCO performance. 


Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Aaron Siegel, 


Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23609 Filed 10—2-—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 


[Transmittal Nos. 14-27] 
36(b)(1) Arms Sales Notification 


AGENCY: Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency, Department of Defense. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Department of Defense is 
publishing the unclassified text of a 
section 36(b)(1) arms sales notification. 
This is published to fulfill the 
requirements of section 155 of Public 
Law 104-164 dated July 21, 1996. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
B, English, DSCA/DBO/CFM, (703) 601- 
3740. 

The following is a copy ofa letter to 
the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, Transmittals 14-27 
with attached transmittal and policy 
justification. 


Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Aaron Siegel, 


Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 


BILLING CODE 5001-06-P 
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DEFENSE SECURITY COOPERATION AGENCY 


201 12TH STREET SOUTH, STE 203 
ARLINGTON, VA 22202-5408 


SEP 26 2014 


Honorable John A. Boehner 
Speaker of the House 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Mr, Speaker: 


Pursuant to the reporting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act, 


as amended, we are forwarding herewith Transmittal No. 14-27, concerning the Department of 


the Army's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to Thailand for defense articles and 


services estimated to cost $89 million, After this letter is delivered to your office, we plan to 


issue a press statement to notify the public of this proposed sale. 


Enclosures: 
1, Transmittal 


Sincerely. 





Director 


2. Policy Justification 


BILLING CODE 5001-06-C 


Transmittal No. 14—27 


Notice of Proposed Issuance of Letter of 
Offer Pursuant to Section 36(b)(1) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, as amended 


(i) Prospective Purchaser: Thailand 
(ii) Total Estimated Value: 


Major Defense Equipment” .. $55 million 
OUR ga cag cascca eeeacaceaincdaasatnnian $34 million 


TOTAL $89 million 
*as defined in Section 47(6) of the Arms 
Export Control Act 


G 


(iii) Description and Quantity or 
Quantities of Articles or Services under 
Consideration for Purchase: 9 UH-72A 
Lakota Helicopters, warranty, spare and 
repair parts, support equipment, 
communication equipment, 
publications and technical 
documentation, Aviation Mission 
Planning Station, personnel training and 
training equipment, U.S. Government 
and contractor technical and logistics 
support services, and other related 
elements of logistics support. 


(iv) Military Department: Army 
(UAM) 

(v) Prior Related Cases, if any: FMS 
case UAK-$54M-8Jan14 

(vi) Sales Commission, Fee, etc., Paid, 
Offered, or Agreed to be Paid: None 

(vii) Sensitivity of Technology 
Contained in the Defense Article or 
Defense Services Proposed to be Sold: 
None 

(viii) Date Report Delivered to 
Congress: 26 Sep 14 
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POLICY JUSTIFICATION 
Thailand—UH-72A Lakota Helicopters 


The Government of Thailand has 
requested a possible sale of 9 UH-72A 
Lakota Helicopters, warranty, spare and 
repair parts, support equipment, 
communication equipment, 
publications and technical 
documentation, Aviation Mission 
Planning Station, personnel training and 
training equipment, U.S. Government 
and contractor technical and logistics 
support services, and other related 
elements of logistics support. The 
estimated cost is $89 million. 

This proposed sale will contribute to 
the foreign policy and national security 
of the United States, by helping to 
improve the security of a major non- 
NATO ally. 

This proposed sale will contribute to 
Thailand’s goal of upgrading and 
modernizing its military forces with a 
new light utility helicopter capable of 
meeting requirements for rotary-wing 
transportation, while further enhancing 
interoperability between Thailand the 
U.S., and among other allies. Thailand 
will have no difficulty absorbing these 
helicopters into its armed forces. 


The proposed sale of this equipment 
and support will not alter the basic 
military balance in the region. 

The principal contractor will be EADS 
North America in Herndon, Virginia. 
There are no known offset agreements 
proposed in connection with this 
potential sale. 

Implementation of this proposed sale 
will require ten contractor 
representatives to travel to Thailand for 
a period of five weeks for equipment 
deprocessing/fielding and system 
checkout. 

There will be no adverse impact on 
U.S. defense readiness as a result of this 
proposed sale. 

{FR Doc. 2014-23600 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P 





DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 


[Transmittal Nos. 14-49] 


36(b)(1) Arms Sales Notification 


AGENCY: Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency, Department of Defense. 


ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: The Department of Defense is 
publishing the unclassified text of a 
section 36(b)(1) arms sales notification. 
This is published to fulfill the 
requirements of section 155 of Public 
Law 104-164 dated July 21, 1996. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
B. English, DSCA/DBO/CFM, (703) 601- 
3740. 

The following is a copy ofa letter to 
the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, Transmittals 14-49 
with attached transmittal and policy 
justification. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 

Aaron Siegel, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 
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DEFENSE SECURITY COOPERATION AGENCY 


201 12TH STREET SOUTH, STE 203 
ARLINGTON, VA 22202-5408 





The Honorable John A. Boehner 
Speaker of the House 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 


SEP 24 20K 


Dear Mr. Speaker: 


Pursuant to the reporting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act. 


as amended, we are forwarding herewith Transmittal No. 14-49, concerning the Department of 


the Navy's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to Canada for defense articles and 


services estimated to cost $41 million, After this letter is delivered to your office, we plan to 


issue a press statement to notify the public of this proposed sale. 


Enclosures: 
1. Transmittal 


Sincers 





J 


J. W. Rixe 
Vice Admigal, USN 
Director~ 


2. Policy Justification 
3. Sensitivity of Technology 


BILLING CODE 5001-06-C 
Transmittal No. 14-49 
Notice of Proposed Issuance of letter of 


Offer Pursuant to Section 36(b)(1) Of the 
Arms Export Control Act, as amended 


(i) Prospective Purchaser: Canada 
(ii) Total Estimated Value: 


Major Defense Equipment* .. $25 million 
CHUNG isisssescekascccccressunsesarecdsais $16 million 


WO ae ctiadeivaccapativersawnenion 
*as defined in Section 47(6) of the Arms 
Export Control Act 


$41 million 


cy 


(iii) Description and Quantity or 
Quantities of Articles or Services under 
Consideration for Purchase: 12 MK-48 
Mod 7 Advanced Technology Torpedo 
Conversion Kits with containers, spare 
and repair parts, weapon system 
support and integration, publications 
and technical documentation, personnel 
training and training equipment, U.S. 
Government and contractor engineering 
and technical, and logistics support 
services, and other related elements of 
logistics support. 


(iv) Military Department: Navy (APE, 
Amd #3) 

(v) Prior Related Cases, if any: 
FMS case AKR-$31M-—09Sep87 
FMS case APE-$118M-—31Jan12 

(vi) Sales Commissions, Fee etc., Paid, 
Offered, or Agreed to be Paid: None 

(vii) Sensitivity of Technology 
Contained in the Defense Article 
Proposed to be Sold: None. 


(viii) Date Report Delivered to 
Congress: 24 Sep 14 
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POLICY JUSTIFICATION Navy’s Victoria (formerly Upholder) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
: Class submarines. Canada has 
—MK-48 Mod 7 Ad od : 
— : gi significant relevant infrastructure and Office of the Secretary 


Technology (AT) Torpedo Kits 


The Government of Canada has 
requested a possible sale of 12 MK-—48 
Mod 7 Advanced Technology Torpedo 
Conversion Kits with containers, spare 
and repair parts, weapon system 
support and integration, publications 
and technical documentation, personnel 
training and training equipment, U.S. 
Government and contractor engineering 
and technical, and logistics support 
services, and other related elements of 
logistics support. These kits will 
upgrade 12 of Canada’s existing 
inventory of MK—48 torpedoes from 
Mod 4 to Mod 7. The estimated cost is 
$41 million. 

This proposed sale will contribute to 
the foreign policy and national security 
of the United States by helping to 
improve the security of a NATO ally 
that has been, and continues to be, a key 
democratic partner of the United States 
in ensuring peace and stability. 

The sale of this equipment and 
support will not alter the basic military 
balance in the region. 

Canada intends to use the MK 48 Mod 
7AT Torpedoes on its Royal Canadian 


experience with modern torpedoes, 
including MK—48 Mod 4/4M and MK- 
46 Mod 5A (SW) torpedoes. Canada will 
have no difficulty absorbing these 
additional conversion kits. 


The principal contractor will be 
Lockheed Martin Sippican, Inc. in 
Marion, Massachusetts. There are no 
known offset agreements proposed in 
connection with this potential sale. 

Implementation of this proposed sale 
will not require the assignment of any 
additional U.S. Government or 
contractor representatives to Canada. 

There will be no adverse impact on 
U.S. defense readiness as a result of this 
proposed sale. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23532 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P 


[Transmittal Nos. 14-26] 


36(b)(1) Arms Sales Notification 


AGENCY: Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency, Department of Defense. 


ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: The Department of Defense is 
publishing the unclassified text of a 
section 36(b)(1) arms sales notification. 
This is published to fulfill the 
requirements of section 155 of Public 
Law 104-164 dated July 21, 1996. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
B. English, DSCA/DBO/CFM, (703) 601- 
3740. 

The following is a copy of a letter to 
the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, Transmittals 14-26 
with attached transmittal, policy 
justification, and Sensitivity of 
Technology. 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 

Aaron Siegel, 


Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 


BILLING CODE 5001-06-P 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 


2014 / Notices 59757 








DEFENSE SECURITY COOPERATION AGENCY 


201 12TH STREET SOUTH, STE 203 
ARLINGTON, VA 22202-5408 





SEP 2¢ go 


‘The Honorable John A. Boehner 
Speaker of the House 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Mr, Speaker: 


Pursuant to the reporting requirements of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms 


Export Control Act, 


as amended, we are forwarding herewith Transmittal No. 14-26, concerning the Department of 


the Army’s proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to the United Arab Emirates for defense 


articles and services estimated to cost $2.5 billion. After this letter is delivered to your office, we 


plan to issue a press statement to aotify the public of this proposed saic. 


Sincerely, 


(ohn Zod 


- J. W, Rixey 
Vice Admiral, USN 
Director 


Enclosures: 

1. Transmittal 

Policy Justification 

Sensitivity of Technology 

Regional Balance (Classified Document Provided Under Separate Cover) 


fe ~w 





BILLING CODE 5001-06-C 
Transmittal No. 14-26 


Notice of Proposed Issuance of Letter of 
Offer Pursuant to Section 36(b)(1) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, as amended 


TOTAL $2.5 billion 


* As defined in Section 47(6) of the Arms 
Export Control Act. 


(iii) Description and Quantity or 
Quantities of Articles or Services under 
Consideration for Purchase: the 
refurbishment and modification of 4,569 
Mine Resistant Ambush Protected 
(MRAP) Vehicles (that include 29 
MaxxPro Long Wheel Base (LWB), 1,085 
MaxxPro LWB chassis, 264 MaxxPro 


(i) Prospective Purchaser: United Arab 
Emirates (UAE) 
(ii) Total Estimated Value: 


Major Defense Equipment* .. $ 0 billion 
Other $2.5 billion 


Base/MRAP Expedient Armor Program 
(MEAP) capsules without armor, 729 
MaxxPro Bases, 283 MaxxPro MEAP 
without armor, 970 MaxxPro Plus, 15 
MRAP Recovery Vehicles, 1,150 Caiman 
Multi-Terrain Vehicles without armor, 
and 44 MRAP All-Terrain Vehicles) 
being sold separately from U.S. Army 
stock pursuant to section 21 of the Arms 
Export Control Act, as amended, as 
Excess Defense Articles (EDA). Also 
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included are Underbody Improvement 
Kits, spare and repair parts, support 
equipment, personnel training and 
training equipment, publications and 
technical documentation, Field Service 
Representatives’ support, U.S. 
Government and contractor logistics and 
technical support services, and other 
related elements of logistics and 
program support. Notification for the 
sale from stock of the MRAP vehicles 
referenced above has been provided 
separately, pursuant to the requirements 
of section 7016 of the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act, 2014 and section 
516 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended. 

(iv) Military Department: Army (IEA) 

(v) Prior Related Cases, if any: None 

(vi) Sales Commission Fee, etc., paid, 
offered, or agreed to be paid: None 

(vii) Sensitivity of Technology 
Contained in the Defense Article or 
Defense Services proposed to be sold: 
See attached annex. 

(viii) Date Report Delivered to 
Congress: 26 Sep 14 


POLICY JUSTIFICATION 


UAE—Mine Resistant Ambush 
Protected (MRAP) Vehicles 


The Government of the United Arab 
Emirates (UAE) has requested a possible 
sale for the refurbishment and 
modification of 4,569 Mine Resistant 
Ambush Protected (MRAP) Vehicles 
(that include 29 MaxxPro Long Wheel 
Base (LWB), 1,085 MaxxPro LWB 
chassis, 264 MaxxPro Base/MRAP 
Expedient Armor Program (MEAP) 
capsules without armor, 729 MaxxPro 
Bases, 283 MaxxPro MEAP without 
armor, 970 MaxxPro Plus, 15 MRAP 
Recovery Vehicles, 1,150 Caiman Multi- 
Terrain Vehicles without armor, and 44 
MRAP All-Terrain Vehicles) being sold 
separately from U.S. Army stock 
pursuant to section 21 of the Arms 
Export Control Act, as amended, as 
Excess Defense Articles (EDA). Also 
included are Underbody Improvement 
Kits, spare and repair parts, support 
equipment, personnel training and 
training equipment, publications and 
technical documentation, Field Service 
Representatives’ support, U.S. 
Government and contractor logistics and 
technical support services, and other 
related elements of logistics and 
program support. Notification for the 
sale from stock of the MRAP vehicles 
referenced above has been provided 
separately, pursuant to the requirements 
of section 7016 of the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act, 2014 and section 
516 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended. The estimated cost is 
$2.5 billion 


This proposed sale will contribute to 
the foreign policy and national security 
of the U.S. by helping to improve the 
security of a friendly country that has 
been and continues to be an important 
force for political stability and economic 
progress in the Middle East. 

The UAE intends to utilize the EDA 
MRAP vehicles to increase force 
protection, to conduct humanitarian 
assistance operations, and to protect 
vital international commercial trade 
routes and critical infrastructure. 
Additionally, these MRAPs will 
enhance UAE’s burden sharing capacity 
and defensive capabilities. 

The proposed sale of this equipment 
and support will not alter the basic 
military balance in the region. 

The principal contractors will be 
Navistar Defense in Lisle, Illinois; BAE 
Systems in Sealy, Texas; and Oshkosh 
Defense in Oshkosh, Wisconsin. There 
are no known offset agreements 
proposed in connection with this 
potential sale. 

Implementation of this proposed sale 
will require multiple trips to the UAE 
involving many U.S. Government and 
contractor representatives for 
approximately three or more years to 
provide program support and training. 

There will be no adverse impact on 
the U.S. defense readiness as a result of 
this proposed sale. 


Transmittal No. 14-26 


Notice of Proposed Issuance of Letter of 
Offer Pursuant to Section 36(b)(1) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, as amended 
Annex 

Item No. vii 

(vii) Sensitivity of Technology: 

1. The Mine Resistant Ambush 
Protected (MRAP) vehicle is an 
armored, multi-purpose combat vehicle 
intended to support mounted urban 
operations to include convoy security 
support and dismounted patrols. It is 
designed to increase crew survivability. 
The vehicle has a blast-resistant 
underbody designed to protect the crew 
from mine blasts, fragmentation, and 
direct fire weapons. 

2. All MRAP vehicle information 
needed to operate, train, and maintain 
the vehicles are Unclassified; some 
design and test data, design 
performance parameters, armoring 
methodology, vulnerabilities, armor 
types and configuration can be 
classified up to Secret. 

3. If a technologically advanced 
adversary were to obtain knowledge of 
the design performance and functional 
characteristics of specific hardware and 
software elements, the information 
could be used to develop 


countermeasures which might reduce 
weapon system effectiveness or be used 
in the development of a system with 
similar or advanced capabilities. 

4. A determination has been made 
that the recipient country can provide 
the same degree of protection for the 
sensitive technology being released as 
the U.S. Government. This sale is 
necessary in furtherance of the U.S. 
foreign policy and national security 
objectives outlined in the Policy 
Justification. 

5. All defense articles and services 
listed in this transmittal have been 
authorized for release and export to the 
Government of the United Arab 
Emirates. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23599 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P 





DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Office of the Secretary 


Defense Business Board; Notice of 
Federal Advisory Committee Meeting 


AGENCY: DoD. 
ACTION: Meeting notice. 


SUMMARY: The Department of Defense is 
publishing this notice to announce the 
following Federal Advisory Committee 
meeting of the Defense Business Board. 
This meeting is open to the public. 
DATES: The public meeting of the 
Defense Business Board (hereafter 
referred to as ‘‘the Board”’) will be held 
on Thursday, October 23, 2014. The 
meeting will begin at 9:30 a.m. and end 
at 10:30 a.m. (Escort required; see 
guidance in the SUPPLEMENTARY 
INFORMATION section, “Public’s 
Accessibility to the Meeting.”’) 
ADDRESSES: Room 3D557 in the 
Pentagon, Washington, DC (Escort 
required; see guidance in the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section, 
“Public’s Accessibility to the Meeting.’’) 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Committee’s Designated Federal Officer: 
The Board’s Designated Federal Officer 
is Phyllis Ferguson, Defense Business 
Board, 1155 Defense Pentagon, Room 
5B1088A, Washington, DC 20301-1155, 
phyliis.l.ferguson2.civ@mail.mil, 703— 
695-7563. For meeting information 
please contact Ms. Debora Duffy, 
Defense Business Board, 1155 Defense 
Pentagon, Room 5B1088A, Washington, 
DC 20301-1155, debora.k.duffy.civ@ 
mail.mil, 703-697-2168. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
meeting is being held under the 
provisions of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act of 1972 (5 U.S.C., 
Appendix, as amended), the 
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Government in the Sunshine Act of 
1976 (5 U.S.C. 552b, as amended), and 
41 CFR 102-3.150. 

Purpose of the Meeting: At this 
meeting, the Board will receive updates 
from the ‘‘Guiding Principles to 
Optimize DoD’s Research and 
Development Investments” Task Group 
Study and the ‘Transformational 
Change for the Department of Defense 
Business Systems’ Task Group Study. 
The mission of the Board is to examine 
and advise the Secretary of Defense on 
overall DoD management and 
governance. The Board provides 
independent advice which reflects an 
outside private sector perspective on 
proven and effective best business 
practices that can be applied to DoD. 

Availability of Materials for the 
Meeting: A copy of the agenda and the 
terms of reference for the Task Group 
studies may be obtained from the 
Board’s Web site at http:// 
dbb.defense.gov/meetings. Copies will 
also be available at the meeting. 

Meeting Agenda: 

9:30 a.m.—10:30 a.m. Task Group 
Updates on: 

e “Guiding Principles to Optimize 
DoD’s Research and Development 
Investments” 

e “Transformational Change for the 
Department of Defense Business 
Systems” 


Public’s Accessibility to the Meeting: 
Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552b and 41 CFR 
102-3.140 through 102—3.165, and the 
availability of space, this meeting is 
open to the public. Seating is limited 
and is on a first-come basis. All 
members of the public who wish to 
attend the public meeting must contact 
Ms. Debora Duffy at the number listed 
in the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 


CONTACT section no later than 12:00 p.m. 


on Wednesday, October 15 to register 
and make arrangements for a Pentagon 
escort, if necessary. Public attendees 
requiring escort should arrive at the 
Pentagon Metro Entrance with sufficient 
time to complete security screening no 
later than 9:00 a.m. on October 23, 2014. 
To complete security screening, please 
come prepared to present two forms of 
identification and one must be a 
pictured identification card. 

Special Accommodations: Individuals 
requiring special accommodations to 
access the public meeting should 
contact Ms. Duffy at least five (5) 
business days prior to the meeting so 
that appropriate arrangements can be 
made. 


Procedures for Providing Public 
Comments 


Pursuant to 41 CFR 102-3.105(j) and 
102-—3.140, and section 10(a)(3) of the 


Federal Advisory Committee Act of 
1972, the public or interested 
organizations may submit written 
comments to the Board about its 
mission and topics pertaining to this 
public meeting. 

Written comments pertaining to this 
meeting should be received by the DFO 
at least five (5) business days prior to 
the meeting date so that the comments 
may be made available to the Board for 
their consideration prior to the meeting. 
Written comments should be submitted 
via email to the address for the DFO 
given in the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT section in either Adobe 
Acrobat or Microsoft Word format. 

The public will be offered an 
opportunity for oral comments during 
the public session as time permits. 

Please note that since the Board 
operates under the provisions of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, as 
amended, all submitted comments and 
public presentations will be treated as 
public documents and will be made 
available for public inspection, 
including, but not limited to, being 
posted on the Board’s Web site. 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 

Aaron Siegel, 

Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23618 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 5001-06-P 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 


Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement, US Route 460, 
Prince George County to City of 
Suffolk, VA 


AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice of availability. 


SUMMARY: The United States Department 


of the Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) is issuing this notice to advise 
the public that a Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 
has been prepared jointly with the 
Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and in cooperation with the 
Virginia Department of Transportation 
(VDOT) for the Route 460 Location 
Study. The study area extends from I— 
295 in Prince George County on the 
western end to Route 58 in the City of 
Suffolk on the eastern end. (USACE 
Project Number NAO-—2008-—03470; 
FHWA Project Number STP—0005(276); 
VDOT Project Number 0460-—969-— 
101,P101; UPC 100432). 


DATES: Written comments on the Draft 
SEIS will be received until the close of 
the 45-day public review on November 
17, 2014, and can be sent to USACE 
and/or FHWA (see ADDRESSES). 
ADDRESSES: William T. Walker, Chief 
Regulatory Branch, Corps of Engineers, 
803 Front Street, Norfolk, VA 23510; Ed 
Sundra, Director of Program 
Development, Federal Highway 
Administration, 400 North 8th St., Suite 
750, Richmond, VA 23219. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Questions about the SEIS can be 
directed to Alice Allen-Grimes, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory 
Branch, 803 Front Street, Norfolk, VA 
23510; email: Alice. W.Allen- 
Grimes@usace.army.mil; (757) 201-7219 
and/or Ed Sundra, Federal Highway 
Administration, 400 North 8th Street, 
Suite 750, Richmond, VA 23219; email: 
Ed.Sundra@dot.gov; (804) 775-3357. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This SEIS 
has been prepared pursuant to 23 CFR 
771.130 and 40 CFR 1502.9(c), because 
of new information and circumstances 
relevant to environmental concerns of 
the federal action that may result in 
significant environmental impacts not 
evaluated in the FHWA approved Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 

1. Project Description and 
Background: An FEIS for the Route 460 
Location Study was approved by FHWA 
in June 2008 and a ROD was issued in 
September 2008. In November 2012, 
based upon the information before them 
at the time, FHWA completed a 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Re-evaluation of the FEIS, 
concluding that an SEIS was not 
needed. Based on new information 
bearing on the environmental impacts, 
including the aquatic impacts, it was 
later decided that an SEIS is required. 
The Notice of Intent to Prepare this 
SEIS, published in December 2013, 
indicated that USACE had received an 
application for the construction of a 
Route 460 project; that application was 
withdrawn in March 2014. 

US Route 460 (Route 460) is a primary 
east-west arterial highway that traverses 
the Commonwealth of Virginia. From 
Interstate 295 (I—295) in Prince George 
County to US Route 58 (Route 58) in the 
City of Suffolk, Route 460 is a four lane, 
undivided arterial roadway with posted 
speeds of 35 to 55 miles per hour (mph). 
This eastern segment of the road was 
built in the mid-1930s as a two-lane 
roadway. In the mid-1950s, two lanes 
were added, widening Route 460 to four 
undivided travel lanes. In the study area 
Route 460 is approximately 55 miles in 
length and passes through portions of 
the Counties of Prince George, Surry, 
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Sussex, Southampton and Isle of Wight; 
the City of Suffolk; the incorporated 
towns of Waverly, Wakefield, Ivor, and 
Windsor; and the unincorporated 
communities of Disputanta and Zuni. 

2. Alternatives: The purpose of the 
improvements to the Route 460 corridor 
is to construct a facility that is 
consistent with the functional 
classification of the corridor, 
sufficiently addresses safety, mobility 
and evacuation needs, and sufficiently 
accommodates freight traffic along the 
Route 460 corridor between Petersburg 
and Suffolk, Virginia. The SEIS provides 
detailed analysis of five alternatives 
(Alternatives 1-5) that meet the Purpose 
and Need for the project as well as 
applicable design standards, plus the No 
Build Alternative. The Build 
Alternatives have been developed using 
varying typical sections based on design 
standards and site specific conditions to 
determine the design corridor width 
that will likely be needed to 
accommodate construction and estimate 
the extent of impacts associated with 
each alternative. 

Some of the Alternatives considered 
in the SEIS are different than the 
alternatives in the original EIS. 
Transportation Systems Management 
and Improvements to the Existing 
Alignment with a two-way left turn lane 
were evaluated in the EIS, but were 
eliminated in the SEIS, along with Mass 
Transit, which was considered for both 
the EIS and the SEIS but not retained in 
either. Alternatives retained from the 
EIS include the No Build; Alternative 1 
(a limited-access tolled facility on new 
location south of the existing Route 460; 
the Preferred Alternative in the 2008 
FEIS); Alternative 2 (improvements to 
the existing Route 460 with six limited 
access bypasses around the built-up 
areas; the four lane typical section 
between the towns is not the same as in 
the original EIS); and Alternative 3 (a 
limited-access tolled facility on new 
location north of the existing Route 
460). In addition, two alternatives not 
previously evaluated were developed as 
part of the SEIS and carried forward: 
Alternative 4 (improvements of existing 
Route 460 to meet current design 
standards, through the towns with no 
bypasses); and Alternative 5 (8-lanes— 
4 limited-access tolled lanes with 2 bi- 
directional service lanes on each side 
between the towns—on the same 
general location as Alternative 2 along 
the existing roadway with bypasses). 

3. Issues: There are several potential 
environmental and social issues that are 
addressed in the SEIS. Additional issues 
may be identified as part of the public 
comment process. Issues identified as 
potentially significant and varying 





depending on the Build Alternative 
considered include: 

a. Potential impacts to wetlands 
ranging from 90 to 613 acres. 

b. Potential impacts to streams 
ranging from 4 to 13 linear miles. 

c. Potential displacements to 
residences of 78 to 167. 

d. Potential displacements to 
businesses of 12 to 54. 

e. Potential impacts to historic 
architectural resources. 

f. Potential impacts to wildlife habitat, 
including riparian corridors. 

g. Disruption of communities. 

h. Potential impacts to designated 
conservation areas. 

i. Cost and tolling. 

4. Scoping and Public Review Process: 
Throughout the development of the 
project, a variety of scoping and public 
involvement opportunities were 
provided to alert the public about the 
project, provide information and 
updates, and solicit feedback. These 
opportunities included but were not 
limited to a series of public hearings in 
the corridor when the DEIS was issued 
in 2005 and a series of public meetings 
in 2007 to evaluate conceptual 
proposals received from the private 
sector in response to the solicitation of 
private-public proposals. Most recently, 
VDOT hosted public meetings in 2012 
and 2014 to update the public on the 
project. Public meetings will be 
conducted on October 27, 29 and 30 by 
VDOT, with FHWA and USACE in 
attendance. VDOT has provided 
information for the public meetings, 
including time and location, through a 
variety of means, including their Web 
site (http://www.route460project.org/) 
and by newspaper advertisement. 

5. Additional Review and 
Consultation: The SEIS complies with 
other Federal and State requirements 
including, but not limited to, the State 
water quality certification under Section 
401 of the CWA; protection of water 
quality under the Virginia/National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; 
consideration of minority and low 
income populations under Executive 
Order 12898; protection of endangered 
and threatened species under Section 7 
of the Endangered Species Act; and 
protection of cultural resources under 
Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

6. Availability of the Draft SEIS: This 
Draft SEIS has been filed with the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
published and circulated. A copy of the 
full document including all Technical 
Reports can be found at http:// 
www.route460project.org/SEIS. In 
addition, hard copies of the SEIS can be 


found in area libraries and other public 
facilities, the locations of which can be 
found on the VDOT project Web site 
(address above). 


William T. Walker, 


Chief, Regulatory Branch U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, Norfolk District. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23356 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3720-58-P 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


Early Childhood Longitudinal Study 
Kindergarten Class of 2010-11 (ECLS- 
K:2011) Spring Third-Grade National 
Collection, Fourth-Grade Recruitment, 
and Fifth-Grade Tracking; Title; 
Correction 


AGENCY: Department of Education. 
ACTION: Correction Notice. 





SUMMARY: On September 10, 2014 the 
U.S. Department of Education published 
a 30-day comment period notice in the 
Federal Register Pages 53698, Column 
3; Page 53699, Column 1 and 2 seeking 
public comment for an information 
collection entitled, “Early Childhood 
Longitudinal Study Kindergarten Class 
of 2010-11 (ECLS—K:2011) Spring 
Third-Grade National Collection, 
Fourth-Grade Recruitment, and Fifth- 
Grade Tracking”. ED is requesting a 
correction to the title. Title should read 
as Early Childhood Longitudinal Study 
Kindergarten Class of 2010-11 (ECLS- 
K:2011) Spring Fourth-Grade Data 
Collection & Recruitment for Fifth- 
Grade. 

The Acting Director, Information 
Collection Clearance Division, Privacy, 
Information and Records Management 
Services, Office of Management, hereby 
issues a correction notice as required by 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. 


Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Kate Mullan, 


Acting Director, Information Collection 
Clearance Division, Privacy, Information and 
Records Management Services, Office of 
Management. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23578 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
[Docket No.: ED-2014-ICCD-0112] 


Agency Information Collection 
Activities; Submission to the Office of 
Management and Budget for Review 
and Approval; Comment Request; 
Health Education Assistance Loan 
(HEAL) Program: Lender’s Application 
for Insurance Claim Form and Request 
for Collection Assistance Form 


AGENCY: Department of Education (ED), 
Federal Student Aid (FSA). 
ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. chapter 3501 et seq.), ED is 
proposing; an extension of an existing 
information collection. 

DATES: Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on or before 
November 3, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: Comments submitted in 
response to this notice should be 
submitted electronically through the 
Federal eRulemaking Portal at http:// 
www.regulations.gov by selecting 
Docket ID number ED-2014-ICCD-0112 
or via postal mail, commercial delivery, 
or hand delivery. If the regulations.gov 
site is not available to the public for any 
reason, ED will temporarily accept 
comments at ICDocketMgr@ed.gov. 
Please note that comments submitted by 
fax or email and those submitted after 
the comment period will not be 
accepted; ED will only accept comments 
during the comment period in this 
mailbox when the regulations.gov site is 
not available. Written requests for 
information or comments submitted by 
postal mail or delivery should be 
addressed to the Director of the 
Information Collection Clearance 
Division, U.S. Department of Education, 
400 Maryland Avenue SW., LBJ, 
Mailstop L-OM-—2-2E319, Room 2E103, 
Washington, DC 20202. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
specific questions related to collection 
activities, please contact Beth 
Grebeldinger. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department of Education (ED), in 
accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA) (44 U.S.C. 
3506(c)(2)(A)), provides the general 
public and Federal agencies with an 
opportunity to comment on proposed, 
revised, and continuing collections of 
information. This helps the Department 
assess the impact of its information 
collection requirements and minimize 
the public’s reporting burden. It also 
helps the public understand the 
Department’s information collection 





requirements and provide the requested 
data in the desired format. ED is 
soliciting comments on the proposed 
information collection request (ICR) that 
is described below. The Department of 
Education is especially interested in 
public comment addressing the 
following issues: (1) Is this collection 
necessary to the proper functions of the 
Department; (2) will this information be 
processed and used in a timely manner; 
(3) is the estimate of burden accurate; 
(4) how might the Department enhance 
the quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information to be collected; and (5) how 
might the Department minimize the 
burden of this collection on the 
respondents, including through the use 
of information technology. Please note 
that written comments received in 
response to this notice will be 
considered public records. 

Title of Collection: Health Education 
Assistance Loan (HEAL) Program: 
Lender’s Application for Insurance 
Claim Form and Request for Collection 
Assistance Form. 

OMB Control Number: 1845-0127. 

Type of Review: An extension of an 
existing information collection. 

Respondents /Affected Public: Private 
sector. 

Total Estimated Number of Annual 
Responses: 6,149. 

Total Estimated Number of Annual 
Burden Hours: 1,165. 

Abstract: The HEAL Lender’s 
application for Insurance Claim and the 
request for Collection Assistance forms 
are used in the administration of the 
Health Education Assistant Loan 
(HEAL) program. The HEAL program 
provided federally insured loans to 
students in certain health professions 
disciplines, and these forms are used in 
the administration of the HEAL 
program. The Lender’s Application for 
Insurance Claim is used by the lending 
institution to request payment of a claim 
by the Federal Government. The 
Request for Collection Assistance form 
is used by the lender to request 
proclaims assistance from the 
Department. Section 525 of the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2014, 
transferred the collection of the Health 
Education Assistance Loan (HEAL) 
program loans from the U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services (HHS) to 
the U.S. Department of Education (ED). 


Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Kate Mullan, 
Acting Director, Information Collection 
Clearance Division, Privacy, Information and 
Records Management Services, Office of 
Management. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23611 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 4000-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
[Docket No.: ED-2014-ICCD-0101] 


Agency Information Collection 
Activities; Submission to the Office of 
Management and Budget for Review 
and approval; Comment Request; 
Progress in International Reading 
Literacy Study (PIRLS 2016) and 
ePIRLS Online Reading 2016 
Assessment Field Test and 
Recruitment for Main Study 


AGENCY: Institute of Education Sciences, 
National Center for Education Statistics 
(IES—NCES), Department of Education 
(ED). 

ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. chapter 3501 et seq.), ED is 
proposing a reinstatement of a 
previously approved information 
collection. 


DATES: Interested persons are invited to 
submit comments on or before 
November 3, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: Comments submitted in 
response to this notice should be 
submitted electronically through the 
Federal eRulemaking Portal at http:// 
www.regulations.gov by selecting 
Docket ID number ED—2014-ICCD-0101 
or via postal mail, commercial delivery, 
or hand delivery. If the regulations.gov 
site is not available to the public for any 
reason, ED will temporarily accept 
comments at JCDocketMgr@ed.gov. 
Please note that comments submitted by 
fax or email and those submitted after 
the comment period will not be 
accepted; ED will ONLY accept 
comments during the comment period 
in this mailbox when the regulations.gov 
site is not available. Written requests for 
information or comments submitted by 
postal mail or delivery should be 
addressed to the Director of the 
Information Collection Clearance 
Division, U.S. Department of Education, 
400 Maryland Avenue SW., LBJ, 
Mailstop L-OM-—2-—2E319, Room 2E105, 
Washington, DC 20202. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
specific questions related to collection 
activities, please contact Kashka 
Kubdzela, 202-502-7411. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department of Education (ED), in 
accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA) (44 U.S.C. 
3506(c)(2)(A)), provides the general 
public and Federal agencies with an 
opportunity to comment on proposed, 
revised, and continuing collections of 
information. This helps the Department 
assess the impact of its information 
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collection requirements and minimize 
the public’s reporting burden. It also 
helps the public understand the 
Department’s information collection 
requirements and provide the requested 
data in the desired format. ED is 
soliciting comments on the proposed 
information collection request (ICR) that 
is described below. The Department of 
Education is especially interested in 
public comment addressing the 
following issues: (1) Is this collection 
necessary to the proper functions of the 
Department; (2) will this information be 
processed and used in a timely manner; 
(3) is the estimate of burden accurate; 
(4) how might the Department enhance 
the quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information to be collected; and (5) how 
might the Department minimize the 
burden of this collection on the 
respondents, including through the use 
of information technology. Please note 
that written comments received in 
response to this notice will be 
considered public records. 

Title of Collection: Progress in 
International Reading Literacy Study 
(PIRLS 2016) and ePIRLS Online 
Reading 2016 Assessment Field Test 
and Recruitment for Main Study. 

OMB Control Number: 1850-0645. 

Type of Review: A reinstatement of a 
previously approved information 
collection. 

Respondents/Affected Public: 
Individuals or households. 

Total Estimated Number of Annual 
Responses: 3,745. 

Total Estimated Number of Annual 
Burden Hours: 5,772. 

Abstract: We are announcing a second 
30-day comment period for the Progress 
in International Reading Literacy Study 
(PIRLS) 2016 Field Test to include 
ePIRLS as a new extension to PIRLS in 
2016. The additional ePIRLS assessment 
makes it possible for countries to 
understand how successful they are in 
preparing fourth grade students to read, 
comprehend, and interpret online 
information as compared to students in 
other participating countries. We 
propose to utilize the 2015 field test to 
determine feasibility of including 
ePIRLS during the PIRLS 2016 main 
study. 

The Progress in International Reading 
Literacy Study (PIRLS) 2016 is 
coordinated by the International 
Association for the Evaluation of 
Educational Achievement (IEA) and in 
the U.S. administered by the National 
Center for Education Statistics (NCES). 
Since its inception in 2001, PIRLS has 
continued to assess students every five 
years (2001, 2006, 2011, 2016). It is 
typically administered in more than 40 
countries and provides data for 


internationally benchmarking U.S. 
performance in fourth-grade reading. 
PIRLS also collects background 
information on students, parents, 
teachers, schools, curricula, and official 
education policies. Each successive 
round of participation in PIRLS 
provides trend information about U.S. 
4th-grade students’ knowledge and 
abilities in reading relative to other 
countries, and about the cultural 
environments, teaching practices, 
curriculum goals, and institutional 
arrangements that are associated with 
student achievement, and how these 
change over time in different countries. 
This submission describes the 
overarching plan for all phases of the 
data collection, including the field test 
and the main study. The field test will 
take place in March—April, 2015, and 
the main study in the spring of 2016. 
The purpose of the PIRLS field test is to 
evaluate new assessment items and 
background questions to ensure that 
classroom and student sampling 
procedures proposed for the main study 
are successful. This submission requests 
approval for recruiting for the 2015 field 
test and 2016 main study; conducting 
the 2015 field test data collection; and 

a description of the overarching plan for 
all of the phases of the data collection, 
including the 2016 main study. 


Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Stephanie Valentine, 
Acting Director, Information Collection 
Clearance Division, Privacy, Information and 
Records Management Services, Office of 
Management. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23641 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


Announcement of an Open Public 
Hearing 


AGENCY: National Advisory Council on 
Indian Education (NACIE or Council), 
Department of Education. 

ACTION: Announcement of an Open 
Public Hearing. 


SUMMARY: This notice sets forth the 
schedule of an upcoming public hearing 
conducted by a subcommittee 
comprised of NACIE members. The 
purpose of this public hearing is to 
receive public comments and/or 
recommendations and/or suggestions to 
the Council on the improvement of 
Federal education programs that include 
Indian children or adults as participants 
or that may benefit Indian children or 
adults, and recommendations 
concerning the funding of any such 
program. 


DATES: The NACIE public hearings will 
be held on: 
October 15, 2014—9:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. 

Alaska Time Zone (AKDT) 

October 15, 2014—1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. 

Alaska Time Zone (AKDT) 

October 16, 2014—9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. 

Alaska Time Zone (AKDT) 

October 16, 2014—1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. 

Alaska Time Zone (AKDT) 

The public hearing meeting location 
in Anchorage, Alaska is: Hotel Captain 
Cook, Voyager Room, 939 W 5th Ave, 
Anchorage, AK 99501, Phone: (907) 
276-6000 or (800)-843-—1950, Fax: (907) 
343-2298. 

ADDRESSES: U.S. Department of 
Education, Office of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, 400 Maryland 
Ave. SW., Room 3E205, Washington, DC 
20202. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jenelle Leonard, Designated Federal 
Official, Office of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, U.S. Department 
of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue 
SW., Washington, DC 20202. Telephone: 
202-205-2161. Fax: 202-205-5870. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: NACIE’s 
Statutory Authority and Function: The 
National Advisory Council on Indian 
Education is authorized by § 7141 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. The Council is established within 
the Department of Education to advise 
the Secretary of Education on the 
funding and administration (including 
the development of regulations, and 
administrative policies and practices) of 
any program over which the Secretary 
has jurisdiction and includes Indian 
children or adults as participants or 
programs that may benefit Indian 
children or adults, including any 
program established under Title VII, 
Part A of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. The Council submits to 
the Congress, not later than June 30 of 
each year, a report on the activities of 
the Council that includes 
recommendations the Council considers 
appropriate for the improvement of 
Federal education programs that include 
Indian children or adults as participants 
or that may benefit Indian children or 
adults, and recommendations 
concerning the funding of any such 
program. 

One of the Council’s responsibilities 
is to develop and provide 
recommendations to the Secretary of 
Education on the funding and 
administration (including the 
development of regulations, and 
administrative policies and practices) of 
any program over which the Secretary 
has jurisdiction that can benefit Indian 
children or adults participating in any 
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program which could benefit Indian 
children. The purpose of the scheduled 
listening sessions is for the designated 
NACIE Subcommittee members to 
conduct a series of listening sessions in 
conjunction with the National Indian 
Education Association’s Annual 
Conference. The Conference 
participants and the general public are 
invited to provide public comments. 
The public comments and input will 
serve to inform the NACIE as they 
develop recommendations to the 
Secretary of Education on the funding 
and administration (including the 
development of regulations, and 
administrative policies and practices) of 
any program over which the Secretary 
has jurisdiction and includes Indian 
children or adults as participants or 
programs that may benefit Indian 
children or adults, including any 
program established under Title VII, 
Part A of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, and conduct discussions 
on the development of the report to 
Congress that should be submitted no 
later than June 30, of each year. 

To sign up to provide comments and 
RSVP, access the NACIE Web site at 
WWW.NACIE-ED.ORG beginning 
October 8, 2014. 

Individuals who will need 
accommodations for a disability in order 
to attend the meeting (e.g., interpreting 
services, assistive listening devices, or 
material in alternative format) should 
notify Jenelle Leonard at (202) 205- 
2161, no later than Wednesday, October 
8, 2014. We will make every attempt to 
meet requests for accommodations after 
this date, but cannot guarantee their 
availability. The meeting site is 
accessible to individuals with 
disabilities. 

Speakers will be allowed to provide 
comments for no more than five (5) 
minutes. Comments should pertain to 
the work of NACIE and/or the Office of 
Indian Education. 

Access to Records of the Meeting: The 
Department will post the official report 
of the hearings on the NACIE Web site 
21 days after the meeting. Pursuant to 
the FACA, the public may also inspect 
the materials at the Office of Indian 
Education, United States Department of 
Education, 400 Maryland Avenue SW., 
Washington, DC 20202. Monday-Friday, 
8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Eastern Standard 
Time or by emailing 
TribalConsultation@ed.gov or by calling 
(202) 205-2161 to schedule an 
appointment. 

Reasonable Accommodations: The 
hearing site is accessible to individuals 
with disabilities. If you will need an 
auxiliary aid or service to participate in 
the meeting (e.g., interpreting service, 


assistive listening device, or materials in 
an alternate format), notify the contact 
person listed in this notice by or no later 
than October 8, 2014. Although we will 
attempt to meet a request received after 
that date, we may not be able to make 
available the requested auxiliary aid or 
service because of insufficient time to 
arrange it. 

Electronic Access to this Document: 
The official version of this document is 
the document published in the Federal 
Register. Free Internet access to the 
official edition of the Federal Register 
and the Code of Federal Regulations is 
available via the Federal Digital System 
at: www.gpo.gov/fdsys. At this site you 
can view this document, as well as all 
other documents of this Department 
published in the Federal Register, in 
text or Adobe Portable Document 
Format (PDF). To use PDF, you must 
have Adobe Acrobat Reader, which is 
available free at the site. 

You may also access documents of the 
Department published in the Federal 
Register by using the article search 
feature at: www.federalregister.gov. 
Specifically, through the advanced 
search feature at this site, you can limit 
your search to documents published by 
the Department. 

Authority: The National Advisory 
Council on Indian Education is 
authorized by Section 7141 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. The Council is established within 
the Department of Education to advise 
the Secretary of Education on the 
funding and administration (including 
the development of regulations, and 
administrative policies and practices) of 
any program over which the Secretary 
has jurisdiction and includes Indian 
children or adults as participants or 
programs that may benefit Indian 
children or adults, including any 
program established under Title VII, 
Part A of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. 


Deborah S. Delisle, 

Assistant Secretary for Elementary and 
Secondary Education. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23612 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Agency Request for Comments on 
Draft Solicitation for Advanced Nuclear 
Energy Projects 


AGENCY: U.S. Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of availability and 
request for comments. 


SUMMARY: The Loan Programs Office 
(LPO) of the Department of Energy 


(DOE) announces availability of a draft 
of a potential future solicitation for 
Federal Loan Guarantees for Advanced 
Nuclear Energy Projects. LPO invites 
comments regarding the draft of the 
potential future solicitation. 


DATES: Comments regarding the draft of 
the potential future solicitation must be 
received on or before November 3, 2014. 


ADDRESSES: Written comments may be 
sent to Peter W. Davidson, Executive 
Director, Loan Programs Office, U.S. 
Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue SW., 
Washington, DC 20585. The draft 
solicitation is available on LPO’s Web 
site at http:// 
www.]gprogram.energy.gov/. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Peter W. Davidson, 
LPO.NuclearSolicitation.Comments@ 
hq.doe.gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: DOE is 
considering a potential future 
solicitation for Federal Loan Guarantees 
for Advanced Nuclear Energy Projects. 
Should DOE choose to proceed with 
such a solicitation, applicants would be 
invited to apply for loan guarantees 
from DOE to finance projects and 
facilities located in the United States 
that employ innovative advanced 
nuclear energy (‘‘Advanced Nuclear 
Energy Projects’). DOE may make up to 
Twelve Billion Six Hundred Million 
Dollars ($12,600,000,000) in loan 
guarantee authority available under the 
proposed solicitation for Advanced 
Nuclear Energy Projects. Of that 
amount, $2,000,000,000 is available 
exclusively for advanced nuclear 
facilities for the ‘‘front-end’”’ of the 
nuclear fuel cycle. The remaining 
$10,600,000,000 is available for nuclear 
power facilities. 

LPO is announcing a draft of a 
potential future solicitation for Federal 
Loan Guarantees for Advanced Nuclear 
Energy Projects. LPO invites comments 
regarding the draft of the potential 
future solicitation. 

Statutory Authority: Title XVII of the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16511 
et seq.). 

Issued in Washington, DC, on September 
29, 2014. 

April G. Stephenson, 

Chief Operating Officer, Loan Programs 
Office. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23608 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Project No. 2839-014] 


Village of Lyndonville Electrical 
Department; Notice of Intent To File 
License Application, Filing of Pre- 
Application Document, Approving Use 
of the Traditional Licensing Process 


a. Type of Filing: Notice of Intent to 
File License Application and Request to 
Use the Traditional Licensing Process. 

b. Project No.: 2839-014 

c. Date Filed: May 27, 2014 

d. Submitted By: Village of 
Lyndonville Electrical Department 
(Lyndonville) 

e. Name of Project: Great Falls 
Hydroelectric Project 

f. Location: On the Passumpsic River, 
in Caledonia County, Vermont. No 
federal lands are occupied by the project 
works or located within the project 
boundary. 

g. Filed Pursuant to: 18 CFR 5.3 of the 
Commission's regulations 

h. Potential Applicant Contact: 
Kenneth Mason, Village of Lyndonville 
Electrical Department, 119 Park Avenue, 
P.O. Box 167, Lyndonville, VT 05851; 
(802) 626-3366. 

i. FERC Contact: Bill Connelly at (202) 
502-8587; or email at william.connelly@ 
ferc.gov. 

j. Lyndonville filed its request to use 
the Traditional Licensing Process on 
May 27, 2014. Lyndonville provided 
public notice of its request on June 10, 
2014. In a letter dated September 23, 
2014, the Director of the Division of 
Hydropower Licensing approved 
Lyndonville’s request to use the 
Traditional Licensing Process. 

k. With this notice, we are initiating 
informal consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and/or NOAA 
Fisheries under section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act and the joint 
agency regulations thereunder at 50 
CFR, Part 402. We are also initiating 
consultation with the Vermont State 
Historic Preservation Officer, as 
required by section 106, National 
Historic Preservation Act, and the 
implementing regulations of the 
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation at 36 CFR 800.2. 

1. With this notice, we are designating 
Lyndonville as the Commission’s non- 
federal representative for carrying out 
informal consultation pursuant to 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
and consultation pursuant to section 
106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. 

m. Lyndonville filed a Pre- 
Application Document (PAD; including 


a proposed process plan and schedule) 
with the Commission, pursuant to 18 
CFR 5.6 of the Commission’s 
regulations. 

n. A copy of the PAD is available for 
electronic review at the Commission in 
the Public Reference Room or may be 
viewed on the Commission’s Web site 
(http://www. ferc.gov), using the 
“eLibrary” link. Enter the docket 
number, excluding the last three digits 
in the docket number field to access the 
document. For assistance, contact FERC 
Online Support at 
FERCONIlineSupport@ferc.gov, (866) 
208-3676 (toll free), or (202) 502-8659 
(TTY). A copy is also available for 
inspection and reproduction at the 
address in paragraph h. 

o. The licensee states its unequivocal 
intent to submit an application for a 
new license for Project No. 2839. 
Pursuant to 18 CFR 16.8, 16.9, and 16.10 
each application for a new license and 
any competing license applications 
must be filed with the Commission at 
least 24 months prior to the expiration 
of the existing license. All applications 
for license for this project must be filed 
by May 31, 2017. 

p. Register online at http:// 
www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ 
esubscription.asp to be notified via 
email of new filing and issuances 
related to this or other pending projects. 
For assistance, contact FERC Online 
Support. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 

Deputy Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23621 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-P 





DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


[Project No. 77-269] 


Pacific Gas and Electric Company; 
Notice of Application Accepted for 
Filing, Soliciting Comments, Motions 
To Intervene, and Protests 


Take notice that the following 
hydroelectric application has been filed 
with the Commission and is available 
for public inspection: 

a. Type of Application: Application 
for Temporary Variance of Minimum 
Flow Requirement. 

b. Project No.: 77-269. 

c. Date Filed: September 19, 2014. 

d. Applicant: Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (licensee). 

e. Name of Project: Potter Valley 
Project. 


f. Location: Eel River and East Fork 
Russian River in Lake and Mendocino 
Counties, California. 

g. Filed Pursuant to: Federal Power 
Act, 16 U.S.C. 791(a)-825(r). 

h. Applicant Contact: Ms. Neva 
Geldard, License Coordinator, Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company, Mail Code: 
N13E, P.O. Box 770000, San Francisco, 
CA 94177. 

i. FERC Contact: Mr. John Aedo, (415) 
369-3335, or john.aedo@ferc.gov. 

j. Deadline for filing comments, 
motions to intervene, protests, and 
recommendations is 30 days from the 
issuance date of this notice by the 
Commission (October 29, 2014). The 
Commission strongly encourages 
electronic filing. Please file motions to 
intervene, protests, comments, or 
recommendations using the 
Commission’s eFiling system at http:// 
www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/efiling.asp. 
Commenters can submit brief comments 
up to 6,000 characters, without prior 
registration, using the eComment system 
at http://www.ferc.gov/docs-filing/ 
ecomment.asp. You must include your 
name and contact information at the end 
of your comments. For assistance, 
please contact FERC Online Support at 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, (866) 
208-3676 (toll free), or (202) 502-8659 
(TTY). In lieu of electronic filing, please 
send a paper copy to: Secretary, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 
First Street NE., Washington, DC 20426. 
Please include the project number (P— 
77-269) on any comments, motions to 
intervene, protests, or recommendations 
filed. 

k. Description of Request: The 
licensee requests a temporary variance 
of the minimum flow requirement in the 
East Branch Russian River. The licensee 
states that it is planning to conduct 
repairs to project works, including: 
Replacing the penstock shutoff valves, 
replacing the standpipe connection, and 
installing penstock protection. In order 
to complete the work, the licensee is 
requesting a temporary variance of its 
Dry year minimum flow requirement of 
35 cubic feet per second (cfs) between 
November 1, 2014 and March 15, 2015. 
During this time, the licensee proposes 
to release flows through a conduit into 
a seasonal creek that is a tributary to the 
East Branch Russian River immediately 
downstream of the project powerhouse. 
The licensee states that during the 
repair period, it would release a 
minimum flow of 20 cfs from the 
conduit into the East Branch Russian 
River, which would include the release 
of up to 5 cfs for the Potter Valley 
Irrigation District. As the project is 
currently operating according to the Dry 
year criteria, the licensee states that if 
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site conditions reach a Critically Dry 
year status, it would instead, maintain 
the license-required minimum flow of 5 
cfs. Upon completion of construction, 
the licensee states that it would notify 
the resource agencies and return to the 
license-required flows. 

]. Locations of the Application: A 
copy of the application is available for 
inspection and reproduction at the 
Commission’s Public Reference Room, 
located at 888 First Street NE., Room 
2A, Washington, DC 20426, or by calling 
(202) 502-8371. This filing may also be 
viewed on the Commission’s Web site at 
http://www. ferc.gov/docs-filing/ 
elibrary.asp. Enter the docket number 
excluding the last three digits in the 
docket number field to access the 
document. You may also register online 
at http://www. ferc.gov/docs-filing/ 
esubscription.asp to be notified via 
email of new filings and issuances 
related to this or other pending projects. 
For assistance, call 1-866-208-3676 or 
email FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, for 
TTY, call (202) 502-8659. A copy is also 
available for inspection and 
reproduction at the address in item (h) 
above. 

m. Individuals desiring to be included 
on the Commission's mailing list should 
so indicate by writing to the Secretary 
of the Commission. 

n. Comments, Protests, or Motions to 
Intervene: Anyone may submit 
comments, a protest, or a motion to 
intervene in accordance with the 
requirements of Rules of Practice and 
Procedure, 18 CFR 385.210, .211, .214. 
In determining the appropriate action to 
take, the Commission will consider all 
protests or other comments filed, but 
only those who file a motion to 
intervene in accordance with the 
Commission’s Rules may become a 
party to the proceeding. Any comments, 
protests, or motions to intervene must 
be received on or before the specified 
comment date for the particular 
application. 

o. Filing and Service of Responsive 
Documents: Any filing must (1) bear in 
all capital letters the title 
“COMMENTS”, “PROTEST”, or 
“MOTION TO INTERVENE” as 
applicable; (2) set forth in the heading 
the name of the applicant and the 
project number of the application to 
which the filing responds; (3) furnish 
the name, address, and telephone 
number of the person protesting or 
intervening; and (4) otherwise comply 
with the requirements of 18 CFR 
385.2001 through 385.2005. All 
comments, motions to intervene, or 
protests must set forth their evidentiary 
basis and otherwise comply with the 
requirements of 18 CFR 4.34(b). All 


comments, motions to intervene, or 
protests should relate to project works 
which are the subject of the license 
surrender. Agencies may obtain copies 
of the application directly from the 
applicant. A copy of any protest or 
motion to intervene must be served 
upon each representative of the 
applicant specified in the particular 
application. If an intervener files 
comments or documents with the 
Commission relating to the merits of an 
issue that may affect the responsibilities 
of a particular resource agency, they 
must also serve a copy of the document 
on that resource agency. A copy of all 
other filings in reference to this 
application must be accompanied by 
proof of service on all persons listed in 
the service list prepared by the 
Commission in this proceeding, in 
accordance with 18 CFR 4.34(b) and 
385.2010. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23620 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-P 





DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


Combined Notice of Filings #1 


Take notice that the Commission 
received the following exempt 
wholesale generator filings: 

Docket Numbers: EG14—108-000. 

Applicants: Roundtop Energy, LLC. 

Description: Self-Certification of EWG 
Status of Roundtop Energy LLC. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-5078. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 

Take notice that the Commission 
received the following electric rate 
filings: 

Docket Numbers: ER14—1485-003. 

Applicants: PJM Interconnection, 
L.L.C. 

Description: Tariff Amendment per 
35.17(b): Errata to Motion to Hold 
Captioned Docket in Abeyance under 
Docket No. ER14—1485 to be effective 
12/31/9998. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-5146. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 

Docket Numbers: ER14—2140-002. 

Applicants: Mulberry Farm, LLC. 

Description: Tariff Amendment per 
35.17(b): Suppl No 2 to Baseline 
Filing—MBR Tariff Mulberry Farm 
092514 to be effective 10/1/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 


Accession Number: 20140926—5000. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/6/14. 

Docket Numbers: ER14—2141-002. 

Applicants: Selmer Farm, LLC. 

Description: Tariff Amendment per 
35.17(b): Amdmt to Baseline—Selmer 
Farm, LLC 092514 to be effective 
9/29/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/25/14. 

Accession Number: 20140925—-5152. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/6/14. 


Docket Numbers: ER14—2187-—000; 
ER14—2187-003. 

Applicants: Grand Ridge Energy 
Storage LLC. 

Description: Fourth supplement to 
June 16, 2014 Grand Ridge Energy 
Storage LLC submits tariff filing. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-5119. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 


Docket Numbers: ER14—2578-000. 

Applicants: E] Paso Electric Company. 

Description: Tariff Cancellation per 
35.17(a): OATT Additional Changes to 
Order 792 to be effective N/A. 

Filed Date: 9/25/14. 

Accession Number: 20140925-5145. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/16/14. 

Docket Numbers: ER14—2885-001. 

Applicants: Seiling Wind 
Interconnection Services, LLC. 

Description: Tariff Amendment per 
35.17(b): Amendment to Seiling Int, 
Seiling I and Seiling II Shared Facilities 
Agreement to be effective 10/1/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/25/14. 

Accession Number: 20140925-5153. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/16/14. 


Docket Numbers: ER14-—2940-000. 

Applicants: PJM Interconnection, 
LLC 

Description: § 205(d) rate filing per 
35.13(a)(2)(iii): Revisions to OATT re: 
VRR Curve Triennial Review to be 
effective 12/1/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/25/14. 

Accession Number: 20140925—5150. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/16/14. 


Docket Numbers: ER14—2941-000. 

Applicants: Southern California 
Edison Company. 

Description: § 205(d) rate filing per 
35.13(a)(2)(iii): Amended SGIAs and 
Distribution Service Agmts with Golden 
Springs to be effective 9/27/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-—5002. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 

Docket Numbers: ER14—2942-000. 

Applicants: Avista Corporation. 

Description: § 205(d) rate filing per 
35.13(a)(2)(iii): FERC Rate Schedule No. 
184 revised 2014 to be effective 
10/1/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-—5003. 
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Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 


Docket Numbers: ER14—2943-000. 

Applicants: Avista Corporation. 

Description: Initial rate filing per 
35.12 Avista Corp Service Agreement 
No. 544 to be effective 10/1/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926—5005. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 


Docket Numbers: ER14—2944-000. 

Applicants: NorthWestern 
Corporation. 

Description: Initial rate filing per 
35.12 SA 724 Utilities Agreement with 
Montana DOT re Kershaw Turn Lanes 
Project to be effective 11/25/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-5117. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 

Docket Numbers: ER14—2945-000. 

Applicants: Roundtop Energy LLC. 

Description: Initial rate filing per 
35.12 Roundtop Energy LLC MBR Tariff 
Application to be effective 11/25/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-5118. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 


Docket Numbers: ER14—2946-000. 

Applicants: PJM Interconnection, 
LL. 

Description: § 205(d) rate filing per 
35.13(a)(2)(iii): Original Service 
Agreement No. 3939; Queue Z2-019 to 
be effective 8/28/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-—5122. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 

Docket Numbers: ER14—2947-000. 

Applicants: NorthWestern 
Corporation. 

Description: § 205(d) rate filing per 
35.13(a)(2)(iii): SA 605 Second 
Revised—NITSA with Bonnevilla Power 
Administration to be effective 
10/1/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926—-5144. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 

Docket Numbers: ER14—2948-000. 

Applicants: Tucson Electric Power 
Company. 

Description: § 205(d) rate filing per 
35.13(a)(2)(iii): Gila River Power Station 
Ownership Agreement to be effective 
11/25/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-5145. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 

Docket Numbers: ER14—2949-000. 

Applicants: Puget Sound Energy, Inc. 

Description: Initial rate filing per 
35.12 Air Products TX Interconnection, 
NITSA & NOA Agreements to be 
effective 9/1/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926—5147. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 


Docket Numbers: ER14—2950-000. 

Applicants: Midcontinent 
Independent System Operator, ALLETE, 
Inc. 

Description: § 205(d) rate filing per 
35.13(a)(2)(iii): 2014-09-26 SA 2700 
Great Northern Transmission Line 
MPFCA to be effective 11/25/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-5148, 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 

Docket Numbers: ER14—2951-000. 

Applicants: Wisconsin Electric Power 
Company. 

Description: § 205(d) rate filing per 
35.13(a)(2)(iii): FERC Electric Tariff Rate 
Schedule No. 122 to be effective 
12/1/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-5150, 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/17/14. 

The filings are accessible in the 
Commission’s eLibrary system by 
clicking on the links or querying the 
docket number. 

Any person desiring to intervene or 
protest in any of the above proceedings 
must file in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission’s 
Regulations (18 CFR 385.211 and 
385.214) on or before 5:00 p.m. Eastern 
time on the specified comment date. 
Protests may be considered, but 
intervention is necessary to become a 
party to the proceeding. 

eFiling is encouraged. More detailed 
information relating to filing 
requirements, interventions, protests, 
service, and qualifying facilities filings 
can be found at: Attp://www.ferc.gov/ 
docs-filing/efiling/filing-req.pdf. For 
other information, call (866) 208-3676 
(toll free). For TTY, call (202) 502-8659. 


Dated: September 26, 2014. 
Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23619 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-P 





DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 


Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 


Combined Notice of Filings 


Take notice that the Commission has 
received the following Natural Gas 
Pipeline Rate and Refund Report filings: 


Filings Instituting Proceedings 


Docket Numbers: PR14—55-000. 

Applicants: Arkansas Oklahoma Gas 
Corporation. 

Description: Request for Limited 
Waiver of Requirement to Submit 
Informational Rate Filing and Continued 
Limited Waiver of Form 549-D. 


Filed Date: 9/23/14. 

Accession Number: 20140923-5183. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/14/14. 

284.123(g) Protests Due: 

Docket Numbers: RP14-1277-000. 

Applicants: Transcontinental Gas 
Pipe Line Company. 

Description: § 4(d) rate filing per 
154.403(d)(2): LNG Fuel Tracker Filing 
2014 to be effective 11/1/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/25/14. 

Accession Number: 20140925-5109. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/7/14. 

Docket Numbers: RP14-1278-000. 

Applicants: Midcontinent Express 
Pipeline LLC. 

Description: § 4(d) rate filing per 
154.204: Continental Resources’ 
Negotiated Rate to be effective 10/1/ 
2014. 

Filed Date: 9/25/14. 

Accession Number: 20140925-5121. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/7/14. 

Docket Numbers: RP14-1279-000. 

Applicants: Tennessee Gas Pipeline 
Company, L.L.C. 

Description: § 4(d) rate filing per 
154.204: Volume No. 2—Statoil Natural 
Gas LLC SP102661 to be effective 11/1/ 
2014. 

Filed Date: 9/25/14. 

Accession Number: 20140925-5151. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/7/14. 


Any person desiring to intervene or 
protest in any of the above proceedings 
must file in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission’s 
Regulations (18 CFR 385.211 and 
385.214) on or before 5:00 p.m. Eastern 
time on the specified comment date. 
Protests may be considered, but 
intervention is necessary to become a 
party to the proceeding. 

Filings in Existing Proceedings 

Docket Numbers: RP14—1196-001. 

Applicants: Gas Transmission 
Northwest LLC. 

Description: Compliance filing per 
154.203: Compliance to RP14—1196-000 
to be effective 9/22/2014. 

Filed Date: 9/26/14. 

Accession Number: 20140926-5018. 

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 10/8/14. 

Any person desiring to protest in any 
of the above proceedings must file in 
accordance with Rule 211 of the 
Commission’s Regulations (18 CFR 
§ 385.211) on or before 5:00 p.m. Eastern 
time on the specified comment date. 

The filings are accessible in the 
Commission’s eLibrary system by 
clicking on the links or querying the 
docket number. 

eFiling is encouraged. More detailed 
information relating to filing 
requirements, interventions, protests, 
service, and qualifying facilities filings 
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can be found at: http://www.ferc.gov/ 
docs-filing/efiling/filing-req.pdf. For 
other information, call (866) 208-3676 
(toll free). For TTY, call (202) 502-8659. 


Dated: September 26, 2014. 
Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23528 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717-01-P 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


[EPA-—R08—OAR-201 4—0236; FRL-9917-35- 
Region-8] 


Adequacy Determination for Lamar 
and Steamboat Springs PM;, 
Maintenance Plans’ Motor Vehicle 
Emissions Budgets for Transportation 
Conformity Purposes; State of 
Colorado 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Notice of adequacy. 


SUMMARY: In this notice, the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
is notifying the public that the Agency 
has found the following adequate for 
transportation conformity purposes: The 
“Revised PMjo Maintenance Plan for the 
Lamar Attainment/Maintenance Area’”’ 
and its motor vehicle emissions budget, 
and the “Revised PMio Maintenance 
Plan for the Steamboat Springs 
Attainment/Maintenance Area’’ and its 
motor vehicle emissions budget. As 
more fully explained in the 
Supplementary Information section of 
this notice, this finding will affect future 
transportation conformity 
determinations. 
DATES: This finding is effective on 
October 20, 2014. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Tim 
Russ, Air Program, Mailcode 8P—AR, 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 8, 1595 Wynkoop Street, Denver, 
Colorado 80202-1129, telephone 
number (303) 312-6479, fax number 
(303) 312-6064, or email russ.tim@ 
epa.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Throughout this document, whenever 
‘“we,” “us,” or ‘‘our,” are used, we mean 
EPA. Whenever “‘State” is used, we 
mean the State of Colorado. 
Transportation conformity is required 
by section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act 
(CAA). The conformity rule provisions 
at 40 CFR 93 require that transportation 
plans, programs, and projects conform 
to a State Implementation Plan (SIP) and 
establish the criteria and procedures for 
determining whether or not they do. 


Conformity to a SIP means that 
transportation activities will not 
produce new air quality violations, 
worsen existing violations, or delay 
timely attainment of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(NAAQS). 

The criteria by which we determine 
whether a SIP revision’s motor vehicle 
emissions budget (MVEB) is adequate 
for conformity purposes are outlined in 
40 CFR 93.118(e)(4), which was 
promulgated August 15, 1997 (62 FR 
43780). We described our process for 
determining the adequacy of submitted 
SIP MVEBs in our July 1, 2004 
Transportation Conformity Rule 
Amendments (69 FR 40004). We used 
these resources in making our adequacy 
determinations announced in this 
notice. 

This notice is simply an 
announcement of findings that we have 
already made and are as described 
below: 

Lamar (PM,o): The State submitted the 
“Revised PMjo Maintenance Plan for the 
Lamar Attainment/Maintenance Area’’ ! 
on May 13, 2013. The State prepared the 
submittal to meet the requirements of 
section 175A(b) of the CAA for a second 
10-year maintenance plan. We posted 
the “Revised PMjo Maintenance Plan for 
the Lamar Attainment/Maintenance 
Area”’ for adequacy review on EPA’s 
transportation conformity Web site on 
November 15, 2013. The public 
comment period closed on December 
16, 2013, and we did not receive any 
comments in response to the adequacy 
review posting (see http://www.epa.gov/ 
otag/stateresources/transconf/ 
currsips.htm#lamar-co). EPA sent a 
letter to the Colorado Department of 
Public Health and Environment 
(CDPHE) on January 23, 2014, stating 
that the submitted Lamar PM;, second 
10-year maintenance plan and the 2025 
PM,io MVEB were adequate for 
transportation conformity purposes. 

Steamboat Springs (PM\o): The State 
submitted the “Revised PMjo 
Maintenance Plan for the Steamboat 
Springs Attainment/Maintenance Area”’ 
on May 11, 2012. The State prepared the 
submittal to meet the requirements of 
section 175A(b) of the CAA for a second 
10-year maintenance plan. We posted 
the ‘‘Revised PMio Maintenance Plan for 
the Steamboat Springs Attainment/ 
Maintenance Area’”’ for adequacy review 
on EPA’s transportation conformity Web 
site on November 15, 2013. The public 
comment period closed on December 
16, 2013, and we did not receive any 
comments in response to the adequacy 


1 PM o refers to particulate matter less than or 
equal to 10 microns in diameter. 


review posting (see http://www.epa.gov/ 
otaq/stateresources/transconf/ 
currsips.htm#steam-spr-co). EPA sent a 
letter to the CDPHE on January 23, 2014, 
stating that the submitted Steamboat 
Springs PMjo second 10-year 
maintenance plan and the 2024 PMjo 
MVEB were adequate for transportation 
conformity purposes. 

For the Lamar PMjo maintenance area, 
the MVEB we found adequate is 764 
pounds of PMjo per day in 2025. 
Following the effective date listed in the 
DATES section of this notice, the 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
and the U.S. Department of 
Transportation are required to use this 
motor vehicle emissions budget for 
future transportation conformity 
determinations for projects in the Lamar 
PM jo maintenance area. For the 
Steamboat Springs PM; maintenance 
area, the MVEB we found adequate is 
1,103 pounds of PMjo per day in 2024. 
Following the effective date listed in the 
DATES section of this notice, the 
Colorado Department of Transportation 
and the U.S. Department of 
Transportation are required to use this 
motor vehicle emissions budget for 
future transportation conformity 
determinations for projects in the 
Steamboat Springs PMjo maintenance 
area. 

Please note that our adequacy review 
described above is separate from our 
rulemaking action on the two 
maintenance plans discussed above and 
should not be used to prejudge our 
ultimate approval or disapproval of each 
of the SIP revisions. Even if we find a 
maintenance plan and its MVEB 
adequate for transportation conformity 
purposes now, we may later find it 
necessary to disapprove the SIP 
revision. Should this situation arise, we 
would then revisit our adequacy 
finding. 

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq. 

Dated: September 4, 2014. 

Shaun L. McGrath, 

Regional Administrator, Region 8. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23636 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P 





ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


[ER-FRL-9017-3] 


Environmental Impact Statements; 
Notice of Availability 


Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564-7146 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 
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Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 
Statements 

Filed 09/22/2014 Through 09/26/2014 

Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9 


Notice 


Section 309(a) of the Clean Air Act 
requires that EPA make public its 
comments on EISs issued by other 
Federal agencies. EPA’s comment letters 
on EISs are available at: http:// 
www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/ 
eisdata.html. 

EIS No. 20140282, Final EIS, NPS, TX, 
Big Thicket National Preserve Final 
General Management Plan, Review 
Period Ends: 11/03/2014, Contact: 
Doug Neighbor 409-951-6801. 

EIS No. 20140283, Final EIS, NPS, TX, 
Lake Meredith National Recreation 
Area and Alibates Flint Quarries 
National Monument General 
Management Plan, Review Period 
Ends: 11/03/2014, Contact: Arlene 
Wimer 806-857-0309. 

EIS No. 20140284, Draft Supplement, 
FHWA, VA, U.S. Route 460 Corridor, 
Comment Period Ends: 11/17/2014, 
Contact: Edward S. Sundra, 804—775- 
3357. The U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s Federal Highway 
Administration, the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, and the Virginia 
Department of Transportation are 
joint lead agencies for the above 
project. 

EIS No. 20140285, Final EIS, USFS, CA, 
California Pacific Electricity Company 
625 and 650 Electrical Line Upgrade 
Project, Review Period Ends: 11/03/ 
2014, Contact: Robert Rodman 530-— 
543-2613. 

EIS No. 20140286, Draft EIS, USFS, CA, 
Jess Project, Klamath National Forest, 
Comment Period Ends: 11/17/2014, 
Contact: Angie Bell 530-842-6131. 

EIS No. 20140287, Draft EIS, USFS, WA, 
Mt. Baker-Snoqualmie Invasive Plant 
Management, Comment Period Ends: 
11/17/2014, Contact: Phyllis Reed 
360-436-2332. 

EIS No. 20140288, Draft EIS, BPA, OR, 
WA, Walla Walla Basin Spring 
Chinook Hatchery Program, Comment 
Period Ends: 11/24/2014, Contact: 
Donald L. Rose 503-230-3796. 


Amended Notices 


EIS No. 20140198, Draft EIS, NMFS, 
WA, Two Joint State and Tribal 
Resource Management Plans for Puget 
Sound Salmon and Steelhead 
Hatchery Programs, Comment Period 
Ends: 11/24/2014, Contact: Steve 
Leider 360-753-4650. Revision to the 
FR Notice Published 07/25/2014; 
Extending the Comment Period from 
10/23/2014 to 11/24/2014. 


EIS No. 20140236, Final EIS, USACE, 
WA, Lower Snake River Programmatic 
Sediment Management Plan, Review 
Period Ends: 09/22/2014, Contact: 
Sandra Shelin 509-527-7265. 
Revision to FR Notice Published 09/ 
26/2014; Correction to the Review 
Period, which ended on 09/22/2014 
and not 09/29/2014. 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 

Cliff Rader, 

Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 

of Federal Activities. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23639 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560-50-P 





ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 


[EPA—HQ-ORD-2014; FRL-9917-—45-ORD] 


Notice of Availability of Guidance for 
Applying Quantitative Data To Develop 
Data-Derived Extrapolation Factors for 
Interspecies and Intraspecies 
Extrapolation 


AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Notice of availability. 





SUMMARY: This notice announces the 
availability of Guidance for Applying 
Quantitative Data to Develop Data- 
Derived Extrapolation Factors for 
Interspecies and Intraspecies 
Extrapolation (DDEF Guidance). This 
document lays out methods for 
calculation of factors compensating for 
the application of animal toxicity data 
to humans (interspecies) and for 
compensating for sensitive populations 
(intraspecies). The use of data to 
conduct these extrapolations rather than 
rely on default values advances EPA’s 
policy of considering relevant data first 
when conducting its chemical 
assessments. 


DATES: The document will be available 
October 3, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: The Guidance for Applying 
Quantitative Data to Develop Data- 
Derived Extrapolation Factors for 
Interspecies and Intraspecies 
Extrapolation is available at the EPA 
Web site http://www.epa.gov/raf/DDEF/ 
index.htm. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr. 
Michael Broder, Office of the Science 
Advisor, Mail Code 8105R, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 1200 
Pennsylvania Ave. NW., Washington, 
DC 20460; telephone number (202) 564— 
3393; fax number (202) 564-2070; or 
email: broder.michael@epa.gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
Historically, EPA has employed default 


uncertainty factors in its computation of 
toxicity values (e.g., reference 
concentrations [RfC] and reference 
doses [RfD]) to compensate for an 
absence of data. Default uncertainty 
factors have historically been based on 
policy or regulatory positions rather 
than on empirical data applicable to the 
chemical of interest. Among the 
uncertainty factors used in EPA 
assessments are those compensating for 
a lack of information on how well 
animal models used in toxicity studies 
mimic humans (interspecies) and 
differences in response between the 
majority of the population (central 
tendency) compared with the sensitive 
individual (intraspecies). With the 
publication of An Examination of EPA 
Risk Assessment Principles and 
Practices ‘‘Staff Paper’’ published in 
2004, and EPA’s Guidelines for 
Carcinogen Risk Assessment, published 
in 2005, the Agency announced its 
policy of considering all relevant data 
before applying default values. 


In 2011 EPA published 
Recommended Use of Body Weight*s as 
the Default Method in Derivation of the 
Oral Reference Dose. In that guidance 
EPA listed the optimal approach as 
using a physiologically-based 
pharmacokinetic or other biologically- 
based model with the default approach 
using the ratio of body weights raised to 
the %4 power. 

The DDEF Guidance lays out a 
computational process for using 
chemical-specific data on toxicokinetics 
(adsorption, metabolism, distribution 
and excretion) and toxicodynamics 
(response of the tissue to the active form 
of the agent). 


It should be noted that the DDEF 
Guidance is the first EPA product to 
provide a method both for quantitative 
determination of relative sensitivity of 
the pharmacodynamic response in an 
assessment and for empirical 
determination of intraspecies 
sensitivity. As such, this method 
provides a valuable tool for identifying 
and quantifying sensitive populations 
and lifestages. 

Dated: August 21, 2014. 

Robert Kavlock, 

Interim EPA Science Advisor. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23637 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 


[CG Docket No. 14-157; DA 14-1354] 
Termination of Dormant Proceedings 


AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. 


ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: In this document, the 
Commission, via the Consumer and 
Governmental Affairs Bureau (CGB), 
seeks comment on whether certain 
docketed Commission proceedings 
should be terminated as dormant. The 
Commission’s procedural rules, which 
were revised to streamline and improve 
the agency’s docket management 
practices, delegate authority to the 
Chief, CGB to periodically review all 
open dockets and, in consultation with 
the responsible Bureaus or Offices, to 
identify those dockets that appear to be 
candidates for termination. 

DATES: Comments are due on or before 
November 3, 2014, and reply comments 
are due on or before November 17, 2014. 
ADDRESSES: Interested parties may 
submit comments, identified by [CG 
Docket No. 14-157], by any of the 
following methods: 

# Electronic Filers: Comments may be 
filed electronically using the Internet by 
accessing the Commission’s Electronic 
Comment Filing System (ECFS) at 
http://fjallfoss.fcc.gov/ecfs2/. Filers 
should follow the instructions provided 
on the Web site for submitting 
comments. In completing the transmittal 
screen, ECFS filers should include their 
full name, U.S. Postal Service mailing 
address, and the applicable docket or 
rulemaking number, which in this 
instance is CG Docket No. 14-157. 

= Paper Filers: Parties who choose to 
file by paper must file an original and 
one copy of each filing. Filings can be 
sent by hand or messenger delivery, by 
commercial overnight courier, or by 
first-class or overnight U.S. Postal 
Service mail. All filings must be 
addressed to the Commission’s 
Secretary, Office of the Secretary, 
Federal Communications Commission. 

» All hand-delivered or messenger- 
delivered paper filings for the 
Commission’s Secretary must be 
delivered to FCC Headquarters at 445 
12th Street, SW., Room TW-A325, 
Washington, DC 20554. The filing hours 
are 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. All hand deliveries 
must be held together with rubber bands 
or fasteners. Any envelopes and boxes 
must be disposed of before entering the 
building. 

=» Commercial overnight mail (other 
than U.S. Postal Service Express mail 


and Priority mail) must be sent to 9300 
East Hampton Drive, Capitol Heights, 
MD 20743. U.S. Postal Service first 
class, Express, and Priority mail must be 
addressed to 445 12th Street, SW., 
Washington DC 20554. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gayle Radley Teicher, Consumer and 
Governmental Affairs Bureau at (202) 
418-1515 or by email at gayle.teicher@ 
fec.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a 
synopsis of the Commission’s Public 
Notice, Consumer and Governmental 
Affairs Bureau Seeks Comment on 
Termination of Certain Proceedings as 
Dormant, document DA 14-1354, 
released on September 18, 2014 in CG 
Docket No. 14-157. 

The full text of document DA 14-1354 
and copies of any subsequently filed 
documents in this matter will be 
available for public inspection and 
copying via ECFS, and during regular 
business hours at the FCC Reference 
Information Center, Portals II, 445 12th 
Street SW., Room CY—A257, 
Washington, DC 20554. Copies may also 
be purchased from the Commission’s 
duplicating contractor, Best Copy and 
Printing, Inc., Portals II, 445 12th Street, 
SW., Room CY-B402, Washington, DC 
20554, telephone (800) 378-3160, fax: 
(202) 488-5563, or Internet: 
www.bcpiweb.com. Document DA 14— 
1354 can also be downloaded in Word 
or Portable Document Format (PDF) at: 
http://www.fcc.gov/document/cgb- 
seeks-comment-termination-certain- 
proceedings-dormant-1. The 
spreadsheet associated with document 
DA 14-1354 listing the proceedings 
proposed for termination for dormancy 
is available in Word or Portable 
Document Format at http:// 
www.fcc.gov/article/da-14-1354a2. 

Pursuant to 47 CFR 1.415 and 1.419, 
interested parties may file comments 
and reply comments on or before the 
respective dates indicated in the DATES 
section of this document. 

Pursuant to 47 CFR 1.1200 et seq., this 
matter shall be treated as a ‘“‘permit-but- 
disclose” proceeding in accordance 
with the Commission’s ex parte rules. 
Persons making ex parte presentations 
must file a copy of any written 
presentation or a memorandum 
summarizing any oral presentation 
within two business days after the 
presentation (unless a different deadline 
applicable to the Sunshine period 
applies). Persons making oral ex parte 
presentations are reminded that 
memoranda summarizing the 
presentation must (1) list all persons 
attending or otherwise participating in 
the meeting at which the ex parte 


presentation was made, and (2) 
summarize all data presented and 
arguments made during the 
presentation. If the presentation 
consisted in whole or in part of the 
presentation of data or arguments 
already reflected in the presenter’s 
written comments, memoranda or other 
filings in the proceeding, the presenter 
may provide citations to such data or 
arguments in his or her prior comments, 
memoranda, or other filings (specifying 
the relevant page and/or paragraph 
numbers where such data or arguments 
can be found) in lieu of summarizing 
them in the memorandum. Documents 
shown or given to Commission staff 
during ex parte meetings are deemed to 
be written ex parte presentations and 
must be filed consistent with rule 
1.1206(b). In proceedings governed by 
rule 1.49(f) or for which the 
Commission has made available a 
method of electronic filing, written ex 
parte presentations and memoranda 
summarizing oral ex parte 
presentations, and all attachments 
thereto, must be filed through the 
electronic comment filing system 
available for that proceeding, and must 
be filed in their native format (e.g., .doc, 
.xml, .ppt, searchable .pdf). Participants 
in this proceeding should familiarize 
themselves with the Commission’s ex 
parte rules. 

To request materials in accessible 
formats for people with disabilities 
(Braille, large print, electronic files, 
audio format), send an email to fec504@ 
fcc.gov or call the Consumer and 
Governmental Affairs Bureau at (202) 
418-0530 (voice) or (202) 418-0432 
(TTY). 

Synopsis: On February 4, 2011, the 
Commission released document FCC 
11-16, Amendment of Certain of the 
Commission’s Part 1 Rules of Practice 
and Procedure and Part 0 Rules of 
Commission Organization, Report and 
Order, 76 FR 24383, May 2, 2011, which 
revised portions of its Part 1—Practice 
and Procedure and Part 0O— 
Organizational rules. 

The revised rules, in part, delegate 
authority to the Chief, CGB to 
periodically review all open dockets 
and, in consultation with the 
responsible Bureaus or Offices, to 
identify those dockets that appear to be 
candidates for termination. These 
candidates include dockets in which no 
further action is required or 
contemplated, as well as those in which 
no pleadings or other documents have 
been filed for several years. However, 
the Commission specified that 
proceedings in which petitions 
addressing the merits are pending 
should not be terminated absent the 
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parties’ consent. The termination of a 
dormant proceeding also includes 
dismissal as moot of any pending 
petition, motion, or other request for 
relief that is procedural in nature or 
otherwise does not address the merits of 
the proceeding. 

Prior to the termination of any 
particular proceeding, the Commission 
was directed to issue a Public Notice 
identifying the dockets under 
consideration for termination and 
affording interested parties an 
opportunity to comment. Thus, CGB has 
identified the dockets for possible 
termination in document DA 14-1354, 
available at http://www.fcc.gov/ 
document/cgb-seeks-comment- 
termination-certain-proceedings- 
dormant-1. 

Federal Communications Commission. 
Kris Monteith, 

Acting Chief, Consumer and Governmental 
Affairs Bureau. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23643 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6712-01-P 





FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 


[GN Docket No. 14-28; DA 14-1410] 
Panelist Information for Open Internet 
Roundtables 


AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. 
ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: In this document, the 
Commission released a public notice 
announcing panelist names and other 
information for a series of roundtables. 
The intended effect of this document is 
to make the public aware of the event 
and the agenda for the roundtables. 
DATES: Tuesday, October 7, 2014, 9:00 
a.m.—12:30 p.m. 

ADDRESSES: Federal Communications 
Commission, Commission Meeting 
Room (TW-C305), 445 12th Street SW., 
Washington, DC 20554. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Andrew Erber, Office of General 
Counsel at (202) 418-0678 or by email 
at Andrew.Erber@fcc.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a 
summary of the Commission’s 
document in GN Docket No. 14-28, DA 
14-1410 released September 29, 2014. 
The complete text in this document is 
available for public inspection and 
copying during normal business hours 
in the FCC Reference Information 
Center, Portals II, 445 12th Street SW., 
Room CY—A257, Washington, DC 20554. 
The document may also be purchased 
from the Commission’s duplicating 


contractor, Best Copy and Printing, Inc., 
445 12th Street SW., Room CY-B402, 
Washington, DC 20554, telephone (800) 
378-3160 or (202) 863-2893, facsimile 
(202) 863-2898, or via the Internet at 
http://www.bcpiweb.com. It is available 
on the Commission’s Web site at http:// 
www.fcc.gov. 

The roundtable will be free and open 
to the public, and the FCC also will 
stream them live at http://www.fcc.gov/ 
live. The location of the roundtable will 
be the Commission Meeting Room (TW- 
C305), 445 12th Street SW., Washington, 
DC 20554. The FCC will make available 
an overflow room for those in-person 
attendees who cannot be accommodated 
in the Commission Meeting Room. We 
advise persons planning to attend the 
roundtables in person to leave sufficient 
time to enter through building security. 

The FCC encourages members of the 
public to submit suggested questions in 
advance and during the roundtables by 
email to roundtables@fcc.gov or on 
Twitter using the hashtag 
#FCCRoundtables. Please note that by 
submitting a question, you will be 
making a filing in an official FCC 
proceeding. All information submitted, 
including names, addresses, and other 
personal information contained in the 
message, may be publicly available 
online. 

Reasonable accommodations for 
people with disabilities are available 
upon request. The request should 
include a detailed description of the 
accommodation needed and contact 
information. We ask that requests for 
accommodations be made as soon as 
possible in order to allow the agency to 
satisfy such requests whenever possible. 
Send an email to fec504@fcc.gov or call 
the Consumer and Governmental Affairs 
Bureau at 202—418—0530 (voice), 202— 
418-0432 (TTY). 


Proposed Agenda 


The Office of General Counsel of the 
Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) provides panelist names and 
other information about the final event 
in the Open Internet roundtable series: 
“Internet Openness and the Law,” 
which will take place on October 7, 
2014. This roundtable was previously 
announced in a Public Notice. At that 
time, it was unclear whether the 
roundtable would be a ‘‘meeting”’ of the 
Commission. As such, that Notice was 
not published in the Federal Register. 
This Notice shall serve as notice that a 
quorum of Commissioners may be 
present at the roundtable, in compliance 
with part 0, subpart F of the 
Commission’s rules. This Notice does 
not, however, change the ‘“‘permit-but- 
disclose” status of the Open Internet 





proceeding under the Commission’s ex 
parte rules. 


Internet Openness and the Law 


9:00-9:15 a.m.—Welcome and Opening 
Remarks 

9:15-10:45 a.m.—Roundtable 1: Sources 
of Legal Authority 


This roundtable will discuss the 
sources of authority on which the 
Commission could ground Open 
Internet rules, including a range of 
approaches relying on section 706, Title 
II, and other possible sources of 
authority. 

Panelists: 


Mark Cooper, Director of Research, 
Consumer Federation of America 

Gus Hurwitz, Assistant Professor of 
Law, Nebraska College of Law 

Pantelis Michalopoulos, Partner, 
Steptoe & Johnson LLP 

Thomas Navin, Partner, Wiley Rein LLP 

Nuala O’Connor, President and CEO, 
Center for Democracy and Technology 

Tim Wu, Professor of Law, Columbia 
Law School 


Moderators: 


Jonathan Sallet, General Counsel, FCC 
Stephanie Weiner, Special Advisor to 
the Chairman on Internet Law and 
Policy & Associate General Counsel, 
FCC 
11:00 a.m.—12:30 p.m.—Roundtable 2: 
Construction of Legally Sustainable 
Rules 


This roundtable will consider 
additional legal issues, including 
constitutional considerations, the nature 
of common-carriage regulation, and 
approaches to agency rulemaking and 
adjudication using tools like 
prescriptive rules, legal standards, 
prohibitions, and presumptions to 
protect and promote Internet openness. 

Panelists: 


Marvin Ammori, Fellow, New America 
Foundation 

Anne Boyle, Commissioner, Nebraska 
Public Service Commission 

Fred Campbell, Director, Center for 
Boundless Innovation in Technology 

Julia Johnson, Chair, Minority Media & 
Telecommunications Council 

Tejas Narechania, Julius Silver Research 
Fellow, Columbia Law School 

John Windhausen, Jr., President, 
Telepoly Consulting 

Federal Communications Commission. 

Stephanie Weiner, 

Associate General Counsel. 

{FR Doc. 2014-23644 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 


Agency Information Collection 
Activities; Submission for OMB 
Review; Comment Request 


AGENCY: Federal Trade Commission 
(“FTC” or ‘Commission’’). 


ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: The information collection 
requirements described below will be 
submitted to the Office of Management 
and Budget (““OMB’’) for review, as 
required by the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (“PRA”). The FTC is seeking public 
comments on its proposal to extend for 
an additional three years its OMB 
clearance for the information collection 
requirements contained in its Trade 
Regulation Rule on Disclosure 
Requirements and Prohibitions 
Concerning Franchising (‘Franchise 
Rule” or “‘Rule’’). That clearance expires 
on December 31, 2014. 


DATES: Comments must be submitted by 
November 3, 2014. 


ADDRESSES: Interested parties may file a 
comment online or on paper, by 
following the instructions in the 
Request for Comment part of the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section 
below. Write ‘‘Franchise Rule, PRA 
Comment, FTC File No. P094400” on 
your comment. File your comment 
online at https://ftcpublic.comment 
works.com/ftc/franchiserulePRA2 by 
following the instructions on the web- 
based form. If you prefer to file your 
comment on paper, mail your comment 
to the following address: Federal Trade 
Commission, Office of the Secretary, 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Suite 
CC-5610 (Annex J), Washington, DC 
20580, or deliver your comment to the 
following address: Federal Trade 
Commission, Office of the Secretary, 
Constitution Center, 400 7th Street SW., 
5th Floor, Suite 5610 (Annex J), 
Washington, DC 20024. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Requests for additional information 
should be addressed to Craig Tregillus, 
Attorney, Division of Marketing 
Practices, Bureau of Consumer 
Protection, Federal Trade Commission, 
600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW., 
Mailstop CC-8528, Washington, DC 
20580, (202) 326-2970. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Title: Franchise Rule, 16 CFR Part 
436. 

OMB Control Number: 3084-0107. 

Type of Review: Extension of 
currently approved collection. 

Abstract: On July 15, 2014, the 
Commission sought comment on the 
information collection requirements 


associated with the Franchise Rule. 79 
FR 41284. No comments were received. 
Pursuant to the OMB regulations, 5 CFR 
Part 1320, that implement the PRA, 44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq., the FTC is providing 
a second opportunity for the public to 
comment while seeking OMB approval 
to renew the pre-existing clearance for 
the Rule. 

Estimated Annual Burden: 16,750 
hours. 

Estimated Number of Respondents, 
Estimated Average Burden per Year per 
Respondent: (250 new franchisors x 30 
hours of annual disclosure burden) + 
(2,250 established franchisors x 3 hours 
of average annual disclosure burden) + 
(2,500 franchisors x 1 hour of annual 
recordkeeping burden).! 

Estimated Annual Labor Cost: 
$3,597,500. 

Estimated Capital or Other Non-Labor 
Cost: $8,000,000. 

Request for Comment: You can file a 
comment online or on paper. For the 
FTC to consider your comment, we 
must receive it on or before November 
3, 2014. Write “Franchise Rule, PRA 
Comment, FTC File No. P094400” on 
your comment. Your comment— 
including your name and your state— 
will be placed on the public record of 
this proceeding, including, to the extent 
practicable, on the public Commission 
Web site, at http://www. ftc.gov/os/ 
publiccomments.shtm. As a matter of 
discretion, the Commission tries to 
remove individuals’ home contact 
information from comments before 
placing them on the Commission Web 
site. 

Because your comment will be made 
public, you are solely responsible for 
making sure that your comment does 
not include any sensitive personal 
information, like anyone’s Social 
Security number, date of birth, driver’s 
license number or other state 
identification number or foreign country 
equivalent, passport number, financial 
account number, or credit or debit card 
number. You are also solely responsible 
for making sure that your comment does 
not include any sensitive health 
information, like medical records or 
other individually identifiable health 
information. In addition, do not include 
any ‘‘[t]rade secret or any commercial or 
financial information which is obtained 
from any person and which is privileged 
or confidential. . .,’’ as provided in 
Section 6(f) of the FTC Act, 15 U.S.C. 
46(f), and FTC Rule 4.10(a)(2), 16 CFR 
4.10(a)(2). If you want the Commission 


1 The details and assumptions underlying these 
estimates and for estimated annual labor and non- 
labor costs were set forth in the July 15, 2014 
Federal Register notice. 


to give your comment confidential 
treatment, you must file it in paper 
form, with a request for confidential 
treatment, and you have to follow the 
procedure explained in FTC Rule 4.9(c), 
16 CFR 4.9(c).2 Your comment will be 
kept confidential only if the FTC 
General Counsel grants your request in 
accordance with the law and the public 
interest. 

Postal mail addressed to the 
Commission is subject to delay due to 
heightened security screening. As a 
result, we encourage you to submit your 
comments online, or to send them to the 
Commission by courier or overnight 
service. To make sure that the 
Commission considers your online 
comment, you must file it at https:// 
ftcpublic.commentworks.com/ftc/ 
franchiserulePRA2 by following the 
instructions on the web-based form. If 
this Notice appears at http://www. 
regulations.gov/#!home, you also may 
file a comment through that Web site. 

If you file your comment on paper, 
write ‘Franchise Rule, PRA Comment, 
FTC File No. P094400” on your 
comment and on the envelope, and mail 
it to the following address: Federal 
Trade Commission, Office of the 
Secretary, 600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
NW., Suite CC-—5610 (Annex J), 
Washington, DC 20580, or deliver your 
comment to the following address: 
Federal Trade Commission, Office of the 
Secretary, Constitution Center, 400 7th 
Street SW., 5th Floor, Suite 5610 
(Annex J), Washington, DC 20024. If 
possible, submit your paper comment to 
the Commission by courier or overnight 
service. 

Visit the Commission Web site at 
http://www. ftc.gov to read this Notice. 
The FTC Act and other laws that the 
Commission administers permit the 
collection of public comments to 
consider and use in this proceeding as 
appropriate. The Commission will 
consider all timely and responsive 
public comments that it receives on or 
before November 3, 2014. You can find 
more information, including routine 
uses permitted by the Privacy Act, in 
the Commission’s privacy policy, at 
http://www. ftc.gov/ftc/privacy.htm. 

Comments on the jention 
collection requirements subject to 
review under the PRA should 
additionally be submitted to OMB. If 
sent by U.S. mail, they should be 
addressed to Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs, Office of 


2Jn particular, the written request for confidential 
treatment that accompanies the comment must 
include the factual and legal basis for the request, 
and must identify the specific portions of the 
comment to be withheld from the public record. See 
FTC Rule 4.9(c), 16 CFR 4.9(c). 
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Management and Budget, Attention: 
Desk Officer for the Federal Trade 
Commission, New Executive Office 
Building, Docket Library, Room 10102, 
725 17th Street NW., Washington, DC 
20503. Comments sent to OMB by U.S. 
postal mail, however, are subject to 
delays due to heightened security 
precautions. Thus, comments instead 
should be sent by facsimile to (202) 
395-5806. 


David C. Shonka, 

Principal Deputy General Counsel. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23601 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6750-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Meeting of the Secretary’s Advisory 
Committee on Human Research 
Protections 


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Health, Office of the 
Secretary, Department of Health and 
Human Services. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Pursuant to Section 10(a) of 


the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 
U.S.C. Appendix 2, notice is hereby 
given that the Secretary’s Advisory 
Committee on Human Research 
Protections (SACHRP) will hold a 
meeting that will be open to the public. 
Information about SACHRP and the full 
meeting agenda will be posted on the 
SACHRP Web site at: http:// 
www.dhhs.gov/ohrp/sachrp/mtgings/ 
index.html. 


DATES: The meeting will be held on 
Wednesday, October 29, 2014, from 8:30 
a.m. until 5:00 p.m. and Thursday, 
October 30, 2014, from 8:30 a.m. until 
4:00 p.m. 

ADDRESSES: Fishers Lane Conference 
Center, Terrace Level, 5635 Fishers 
Lane, Rockville, Maryland 20852. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jerry 
Menikoff, M.D., J.D., Director, Office for 
Human Research Protections (OHRP), or 
Julia Gorey, J.D., Executive Director, 
SACHRP; U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services, 1101 Wootton 
Parkway, Suite 200, Rockville, 
Maryland 20852; 240-453-8141; fax: 
240-453-6909; email address: 
SACHRP@hhs.gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under the 
authority of 42 U.S.C. 217a, Section 222 
of the Public Health Service Act, as 
amended, SACHRP was established to 
provide expert advice and 
recommendations to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services and the 


Assistant Secretary for Health on issues 
and topics pertaining to or associated 
with the protection of human research 
subjects. 


The meeting will open to the public 
at 8:30 a.m., Wednesday, October 29. 
Following opening remarks from Dr. 
Jerry Menikoff, Executive Secretary of 
SACHRP and OHRP Director, and Dr. 
Jeffrey Botkin, SACHRP Chair, new 
members will be introduced. The 
Subpart A Subcommittee (SAS) will 
then give their report on the new SAS 
initiative examining informed consent. 
SAS is charged with developing 
recommendations for consideration by 
SACHRP regarding the application of 
subpart A of 45 CFR part 46 in the 
current research environment. SAS was 
established by SACHRP in October 
2006. Following this report, an OHRP 
staff member will present and discuss 
OHRP data addressing incidental 
findings and corrective action plans. 


On October 30, the Subcommittee on 
Harmonization (SOH) will discuss their 
work on the topic of the intersection of 
the HHS and FDA regulations and “big 
data”’; this will be followed by a 
presentation of SOH work on the topic 
of return of general results. SOH was 
established by SACHRP at its July 2009 
meeting. SOH is charged with 
identifying and prioritizing areas in 
which regulations and/or guidelines for 
human subjects research adopted by 
various agencies or offices within HHS 
would benefit from harmonization, 
consistency, clarity, simplification and/ 
or coordination. 


Public attendance at the meeting is 
limited to space available. Individuals 
who plan to attend and need special 
assistance, such as sign language 
interpretation or other reasonable 
accommodations, should notify the 
SACHRP at the address/phone number 
listed above at least one week prior to 
the meeting. Pre-registration is required 
for participation in the on-site public 
comment session; individuals may pre- 
register the day of the meeting. 
Individuals who would like to submit 
written statements should email or fax 
their comments to SACHRP at 
SACHRP@hhs.gov at least five business 
days prior to the meeting. 


Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Jerry Menikoff, 
Executive Secretary, Secretary’s Advisory 
Committee on Human Research Protections, 
Director, Office for Human Research 
Protections. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23664 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 4150-36-P 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Centers for Medicare & Medicaid 
Services 


[Document Identifier: CMS—10538] 


Agency Information Collection 
Activities: Proposed Collection; 
Comment Request 


AGENCY: Centers for Medicare & 
Medicaid Services. 
ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: The Centers for Medicare & 
Medicaid Services (CMS) is announcing 
an opportunity for the public to 
comment on CMS’ intention to collect 
information from the public. Under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (the 
PRA), federal agencies are required to 
publish notice in the Federal Register 
concerning each proposed collection of 
information (including each proposed 
extension or reinstatement of an existing 
collection of information) and to allow 
60 days for public comment on the 
proposed action. Interested persons are 
invited to send comments regarding our 
burden estimates or any other aspect of 
this collection of information, including 
any of the following subjects: (1) The 
necessity and utility of the proposed 
information collection for the proper 
performance of the agency’s functions; 
(2) the accuracy of the estimated 
burden; (3) ways to enhance the quality, 
utility, and clarity of the information to 
be collected; and (4) the use of 
automated collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology to 
minimize the information collection 
burden. 


DATES: Comments must be received by 
December 2, 2014: 

ADDRESSES: When commenting, please 
reference the document identifier or 
OMB control number (OCN). To be 
assured consideration, comments and 
recommendations must be submitted in 
any one of the following ways: 

1. Electronically. You may send your 
comments electronically to http:// 
www.regulations.gov. Follow the 
instructions for ‘Comment or 
Submission” or ‘‘More Search Options” 
to find the information collection 
document(s) that are accepting 
comments. 

2. By regular mail. You may mail 
written comments to the following 
address: CMS, Office of Strategic 
Operations and Regulatory Affairs, 
Division of Regulations Development, 
Attention: Document Identifier/OMB 
Control Number , Room C4—26- 
05, 7500 Security Boulevard, Baltimore, 
Maryland 21244-1850. 
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To obtain copies of a supporting 
statement and any related forms for the 
proposed collection(s) summarized in 
this notice, you may make your request 
using one of following: 

1. Access CMS’ Web site address at 
http://www.cms.hhs.gov/Paperwork 
ReductionActof1995. 

2. Email your request, including your 
address, phone number, OMB number, 
and CMS document identifier, to 
Paperwork@cms.hhs.gov. 

3. Call the Reports Clearance Office at 
(410) 786-1326. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Reports Clearance Office at (410) 786- 
1326. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Contents 


This notice sets out a summary of the 
use and burden associated with the 
following information collections. More 
detailed information can be found in 
each collection’s supporting statement 
and associated materials (see 
ADDRESSES). 


CMS-10538 Prior Authorization Form 
for Beneficiaries Enrolled in Hospice 


Under the PRA (44 U.S.C. 3501— 
3520), federal agencies must obtain 
approval from the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) for each collection of 
information they conduct or sponsor. 
The term “collection of information”’ is 
defined in 44 U.S.C. 3502(3) and 5 CFR 
1320.3(c) and includes agency requests 
or requirements that members of the 
public submit reports, keep records, or 
provide information to a third party. 
Section 3506(c)(2)(A) of the PRA 
requires federal agencies to publish a 
60-day notice in the Federal Register 
concerning each proposed collection of 
information, including each proposed 
extension or reinstatement of an existing 
collection of information, before 
submitting the collection to OMB for 
approval. To comply with this 
requirement, CMS is publishing this 
notice. 


Information Collection 


1. Type of Information Collection 
Request: New collection (Request for a 
new OMB control number); Title of 
Information Collection: Prior 
Authorization Form for Beneficiaries 
Enrolled in Hospice; Use: The form 
would be completed by the prescriber or 
the beneficiary’s hospice, or if the 
prescriber or hospice provides the 
information verbally to the Part D 
sponsor, the form would be completed 
by the sponsor. Information provided on 
the form would be used by the Part D 
sponsor to establish coverage of the drug 


under Medicare Part D. Per statute, 
drugs that are necessary for the 
palliation and management of the 
terminal illness and related conditions 
are not eligible for payment under Part 
D. The standard form provides a vehicle 
for the hospice provider, prescriber or 
sponsor to document that the drug 
prescribed is “unrelated”’ to the 
terminal illness and related conditions. 
It also gives a hospice organization the 
option to communicate a beneficiary’s 
change in hospice status and care plan 
to Part D sponsors. Form Number: CMS-— 
10538 (OMB control number 0938-New; 
Frequency: Occasionally; Affected 
Public: Private sector (business or other 
for-profits); Number of Respondents: 
424; Total Annual Responses: 376,487; 
Total Annual Hours: 31,374. (For policy 
questions regarding this collection 
contact Shelly Winston at 410—786- 
3694). 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Martique Jones, 
Director, Regulations Development Group, 
Office of Strategic Operations and Regulatory 
Affairs. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23613 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4120-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Centers for Medicare & Medicaid 
Services 

[Document Identifier: CMS-—10237, CMS- 
10357 and CMS-10499] 


Agency Information Collection 
Activities: Submission for OMB 
Review; Comment Request 


ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: The Centers for Medicare & 
Medicaid Services (CMS) is announcing 
an opportunity for the public to 
comment on CMS’ intention to collect 
information from the public. Under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(PRA), federal agencies are required to 
publish notice in the Federal Register 
concerning each proposed collection of 
information, including each proposed 
extension or reinstatement of an existing 
collection of information, and to allow 

a second opportunity for public 
comment on the notice. Interested 
persons are invited to send comments 
regarding the burden estimate or any 
other aspect of this collection of 
information, including any of the 
following subjects: (1) The necessity and 
utility of the proposed information 
collection for the proper performance of 
the agency’s functions; (2) the accuracy 
of the estimated burden; (3) ways to 


enhance the quality, utility, and clarity 
of the information to be collected; and 
(4) the use of automated collection 
techniques or other forms of information 
technology to minimize the information 
collection burden. 

DATES: Comments on the collection(s) of 
information must be received by the 
OMB desk officer by November 3, 2014. 
ADDRESSES: When commenting on the 
proposed information collections, 
please reference the document identifier 
or OMB control number. To be assured 
consideration, comments and 
recommendations must be received by 
the OMB desk officer via one of the 
following transmissions: OMB, Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Attention: CMS Desk Officer, Fax 
Number: (202) 395—5806 or Email: 
OIRA_submission@omb.eop.gov. 

To obtain copies of a supporting 
statement and any related forms for the 
proposed collection(s) summarized in 
this notice, you may make your request 
using one of following: 

1. Access CMS’ Web site address at 
http://www.cms.hhs.gov/ 
PaperworkReductionActof1995. 

2. Email your request, including your 
address, phone number, OMB number, 
and CMS document identifier, to 
Paperwork@cms.hhs.gov. 

3. Call the Reports Clearance Office at 
(410) 786-1326. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Reports Clearance Office at (410) 786— 
1326. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA) 
(44 U.S.C. 3501-3520), federal agencies 
must obtain approval from the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for each 
collection of information they conduct 
or sponsor. The term “‘collection of 
information” is defined in 44 U.S.C. 
3502(3) and 5 CFR 1320.3(c) and 
includes agency requests or 
requirements that members of the public 
submit reports, keep records, or provide 
information to a third party. Section 
3506(c)(2)(A) of the PRA (44 U.S.C. 
3506(c)(2)(A)) requires federal agencies 
to publish a 30-day notice in the 
Federal Register concerning each 
proposed collection of information, 
including each propssed extension or 
reinstatement of an existing collection 
of information, before submitting the 
collection to OMB for approval. To 
comply with this requirement, CMS is 
publishing this notice that summarizes 
the following proposed collection(s) of 
information for public comment: 

1. Type of Information Collection 
Request: Revision of a currently 
approved collection; Title of 
Information Collection: Part C— 
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Medicare Advantage and 1876 Cost Plan 
Expansion Application; Use: The 
information will be collected under the 
solicitation of Part C applications from 
MA, EGWP Plan, and Cost Plan 
applicants and will be used to ensure 
that applicants meet our requirements 
and support the determination of 
contract awards. Participation in all 
programs is voluntary in nature; only 
organizations that are interested in 
participating in the program will 
respond to the solicitation. The MA-— 
PDs that voluntarily participate in the 
Part C program must submit a Part D 
application and successful bid. The 
package has been revised subsequent to 
the publication of the 30-day Federal 
Register notice (July 11, 2014; 79 FR 
40105). Form Number: CMS-10237 
(OMB control number: 0938-0935); 
Frequency: Yearly; Affected Public: 
Private sector—Business or other for- 
profits and Not-for-profit institutions; 
Number of Respondents: 566; Total 
Annual Responses: 566; Total Annual 
Hours: 22,625. (For policy questions 
regarding this collection contact Melissa 
Staud at 410-786-3669). 

2. Type of Information Collection 
Request: Reinstatement without change 
of a previously approved collection: 
Title of Information Collection: Letter 
Requesting Waiver of Medicare/ 
Medicaid Enrollment Application Fee; 
Submission of Fingerprints; Submission 
of Medicaid Identifying Information; 
Medicaid Site Visit and Rescreening; 
Use: Section 6401 of the Affordable Care 
Act (ACA) establishes a number of 
important payment safeguard 
provisions. The provisions are designed 
to improve the integrity of the Medicare, 
Medicaid, and Children’s Health 
Insurance Programs (CHIP) so as to 
reduce fraud, waste and abuse. The 
provisions include the following: 

¢ Medicare Enrollment Application 
Fee Waiver Request: Certain providers 
and suppliers enrolling in Medicare will 
be required to submit a fee with their 
application. Under 42 CFR 424.514, if 
the applicant believes it has a hardship 
that justifies a waiver of the application 
fee, it may submit a letter describing 
said hardship. 

¢ Fingerprints: Certain providers and 
suppliers enrolling in Medicare, 
Medicaid, and CHIP will be required to 
submit fingerprints—either digitally or 
via the FD—258 standard fingerprint 
card—of their owners. 

e Suspension of Medicaid Payments: 
A State Medicaid agency shall suspend 
all Medicaid payments to a provider 
when there is a pending investigation of 
a credible allegation of Medicaid fraud 
against an individual or entity, unless it 
has good cause not to suspend payments 


or to suspend payment only in part. The 
State Medicaid agency may suspend 
payments without first notifying the 
provider of its intention to suspend 
such payments. A provider may request, 
and must be granted, administrative 
review where State law so requires. 

¢ Collection of Social Security 
Numbers (SSNs) and Dates of Birth 
(DOBs) for Medicaid and CHIP 
Providers: The State Medicaid agency or 
CHIP agency must require that all 
persons with an ownership or control 
interest in a Medicaid or CHIP provider 
submit their SSNs and DOBs. 

e Site Visits for Medicaid-only or 
CHIP-only providers: A State Medicaid 
agency or CHIP agency must conduct 
on-site visits for providers it determines 
to be “moderate”’ or “‘high’’ categorical 
risk, 

e Rescreening of Medicaid and CHIP 
Providers Every 5 Years: A State 
Medicaid agency or CHIP agency must 
screen all providers at least every 5 
years. This is consistent with the 
Medicare requirement in current 42 CFR 
424.515 that providers and suppliers 
revalidate their enrollment information 
at least every 5 years. 

Form Number: CMS-10357 (OMB 


control number: 0938-1137); Frequency: 


On occasion; Affected Public: Private 
sector—Business or for-profit and Not- 
for-profit institutions and State, Local, 
or Tribal Governments; Number of 
Respondents: 960,981; Total Annual 
Responses: 960,981; Total Annual 
Hours: 1,248,082. (For policy questions 
regarding this collection contact Frank 
Whelan at 410-786-1302). 

3. Type of Information Collection 
Request: New collection (Request for a 
new OMB control number); Title of 
Information Collection: Public Health 
Agency/Registry Readiness to Support 
Meaningful Use; Use: The Medicare and 
Medicaid Electronic Health Record 
(EHR) Incentive Programs provide 
incentives for the meaningful use of 
Certified Electronic Health Record 
Technology (CEHRT). We defined 
meaningful use as a set of objectives and 
measures in either Stage 1 or Stage 2 
depending on how long an eligible 
provider has participated in the 
program. Both Stage 1 (3 objectives) and 
Stage 2 (5 objectives) of meaningful use 
contain objectives and measures that 
require eligible providers to determine 
the readiness of public health agencies 
and registries to receive electronic data 
from CEHRT. Public comments on the 
notice of proposed rulemaking for Stage 
2 of meaningful use (77 FR 13697) 
asserted that the burden for each 
individual eligible provider to 
determine the readiness of multiple 
public health agencies and registries 


could be nearly eliminated if we were 
to maintain a database on the readiness 
of public health agencies and registries. 
In the final rule for Stage 2 of 
meaningful use (77 FR 53967), we 
agreed that the burden on eligible 
providers, public health agencies and 
registries would be greatly reduced and 
established that we would create such a 
database and it would serve as the 
definitive information source for 
determining public health agency and 
registry readiness to receive electronic 
data associated with the public health 
meaningful use objectives. The 
information will be made publicly 
available on the CMS Web site 
(www.cms.gov/EHRincentiveprograms) 
in order to provide a centralized 
repository of this information to eligible 
providers and eliminate there multiple 
individual inquiries to multiple public 
health agencies and registries. Form 
Number: CMS-10499 (OMB control 
number: 0938—New); Frequency: 
Yearly; Affected Public: Private sector— 
Business or other for-profits and Not- 
for-profit institutions; Number of 
Respondents: 250; Total Annual 
Responses: 250; Total Annual Hours: 
83. (For policy questions regarding this 
collection contact Kathleen Connors de 
Laguna at 410-786-2256). 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 
Martique Jones, 
Director, Regulations Development Group, 
Office of Strategic Operations and Regulatory 
Affairs. 
{FR Doc. 2014-23614 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4120-01-P 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Administration for Children and 
Families 


Proposed Information Collection 
Activity; Comment Request 


Proposed Projects 


Title: Reunification Procedures for 
Unaccompanied Alien Children. 

OMB No.: 0970-0278. 

Description: Following the passage of 
the 2002 Homeland Security Act (Pub. 
L. 107-296), the Administration for 
Children and Families (ACF), Office of 
Refugee Resettlement (ORR), is charged 
with the care and placement of 
unaccompanied alien children in 
Federal custody, and implementing a 
policy for the release of these children, 
when appropriate, upon the request of 
suitable sponsors while awaiting 
immigration proceedings. In order for 
ORR to make determinations regarding 
the release of these children, the 
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potential sponsors must meet certain 
conditions pursuant to section 462 of 
the Homeland Security Act and the 
Flores v. Reno Settlement Agreement 
No. CV85-—4544-RJK (C.D. Cal. 1997). 
The proposed information collection 
requests information to be utilized by 












Instrument 






Family Reunification Checklist for Sponsors 


Estimated Total Annual Burden 
Hours: 69,000. 

ORR has requested emergency 
processing for this information 
collection for a period of 90 days from 
the October 31, 2014 expiration date of 
these instruments. 

In compliance with the requirements 
of Section 506(c)(2)(A) of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995, the 
Administration for Children and 
Families is soliciting public comment 
on the specific aspects of the 
information collection described above. 
Copies of the proposed collection of 
information can be obtained and 
comments may be forwarded by writing 
to the Administration for Children and 
Families, Office of Planning, Research 
and Evaluation, 370 L’Enfant 
Promenade SW., Washington, DC 20447, 
Attn: ACF Reports Clearance Officer. 
Email address: infocollection@ 
acf.hhs.gov. All requests should be 
identified by the title of the information 
collection. 

The Department specifically requests 
comments on: (a) Whether the proposed 
collection of information is necessary 
for the proper performance of the 
functions of the agency, including 
whether the information shall have 
practical utility; (b) the accuracy of the 
agency’s estimate of the burden of the 
proposed collection of information; (c) 
the quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information to be collected; and (d) 
ways to minimize the burden of the 
collection of information on 
respondents, including through the use 
of automated collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology. 
Consideration will be given to 
comments and suggestions submitted 
within 60 days of this publication. 


Robert Sargis, 

Reports Clearance Officer. 

{FR Doc. 2014-23581 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4184-01-P 


Family Reunification Application ...............c0 


Authorization for Release of Information ............ 


ORR for determining the suitability ofa 
sponsor/respondent for the release of a 
minor from ORR custody. The proposed 
instruments are the Family 
Reunification Application, the Family 
Reunification Checklist for Sponsors, 


ANNUAL BURDEN ESTIMATES 







Number of 
respondents 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 
[Docket No. FDA-2011—N-0076] 


Agency Information Collection 
Activities; Submission for Office of 
Management and Budget Review; 
Comment Request; Electronic 
Records; Electronic Signatures 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration, 
HHS. 
ACTION: Notice. 


Number of 
responses per 
respondent 





SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is announcing 
that a proposed collection of 
information has been submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) for review and clearance under 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. 
DATES: Fax written comments on the 
collection of information by November 
3, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: To ensure that comments on 
the information collection are received, 
OMB recommends that written 
comments be faxed to the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
OMB, Attn: FDA Desk Officer, FAX: 
202-395-7285, or emailed to oira_ 
submission@omb.eop.gov. All 
comments should be identified with the 
OMB control number 0910-0303. Also 
include the FDA docket number found 
in brackets in the heading of this 
document. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: FDA 
PRA Staff, Office of Operations, Food 
and Drug Administration, 8455 
Colesville Rd., COLE—14526, Silver 
Spring, MD 20993-0002, PRAStaff@ 
fda.hhs.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
compliance with 44 U.S.C. 3507, FDA 
has submitted the following proposed 
collection of information to OMB for 
review and clearance. 


and the Authorization for Release of 
Information. 

Respondents: Sponsors requesting 
release of unaccompanied alien children 
to their custody. 












Average 
burden hours 
per response 


Total burden 
hours 





41,400 


Electronic Records; Electronic 
Signatures—(OMB Control Number 
0910-0303)—Extension 


FDA regulations in part 11 (21 CFR 
part 11) provide criteria for acceptance 
of electronic records, electronic 
signatures, and handwritten signatures 
executed to electronic records as 
equivalent to paper records. Under these 
regulations, records and reports may be 
submitted to FDA electronically 
provided the Agency has stated its 
ability to accept the records 
electronically in an Agency-established 
public docket and that the other 
requirements of part 11 are met. 

The recordkeeping provisions in part 
11 (§§ 11.10, 11.30, 11.50, and 11.300) 
require the following standard operating 
procedures to assure appropriate use of, 
and precautions for, systems using 
electronic records and signatures: (1) 

§ 11.10 specifies procedures and 
controls for persons who use closed 
systems to create, modify, maintain, or 
transmit electronic records; (2) § 11.30 
specifies procedures and controls for 
persons who use open systems to create, 
modify, maintain, or transmit electronic 
records; (3) § 11.50 specifies procedures 
and controls for persons who use 
electronic signatures; and (4) § 11.300 
specifies controls to ensure the security 
and integrity of electronic signatures 
based upon use of identification codes 
in combination with passwords. The 
reporting provision (§ 11.100) requires 
persons to certify in writing to FDA that 
they will regard electronic signatures 
used in their systems as the legally 
binding equivalent of traditional 
handwritten signatures. 

The burden created by the 
information collection provision of this 
regulation is a one-time burden 
associated with the creation of standard 
operating procedures, validation, and 
certification. The Agency anticipates the 
use of electronic media will 
substantially reduce the paperwork 


59776 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





burden associated with maintaining 
FDA required records. The respondents 
are businesses and other for-profit 
organizations, state or local 


governments, Federal Agencies, and 
nonprofit institutions. 


In the Federal Register of March 28, 
2014 (79 FR 17551), FDA published a 
60-day notice requesting public 


comment on the proposed collection of 
information. No comments were 
received. 

FDA estimates the burden of this 
collection of information as follows: 


TABLE 1—ESTIMATED ANNUAL REPORTING BURDEN ' 


21 CFR section 


11.100—General Requirements 


Number of 
responses per 
respondent 










Number of 
respondents 



























Average 
— | burden per Total hours 
response 









1 There are no capital costs or operating and maintenance costs associated with this collection of information. 


TABLE 2—ESTIMATED ANNUAL RECORDKEEPING BURDEN 1 


21 CFR section 


11.10—Controls for closed systems ...............4. 


11.30—Controls for open systems 


11.50—Signature manifestations .......... ee 
11.300—Controls for identification codes/passwords .......... 











Number of Average 
ee ee records per a burden per Total hours 
P recordkeeper recordkeeping 
dimes Soetnnmsaess 2,500 1 2,500 20 50,000 
srs vee anaauiba ai 2,500 1 | 2,500 20 50,000 
ee 4,500 ts 4,500 20 90,000 
4,500 | 1) 4,500 20 90,000 
ee -— 
| | | 280,000 


1 There are no capital costs or operating and maintenance costs associated with this collection of information. 


Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Peter Lurie, 
Associate Commissioner for Policy and 
Planning. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23551 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4164-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 
[Docket No. FDA-2011-D-0360] 


Framework for Regulatory Oversight of 
Laboratory Developed Tests; Draft 
Guidance for Industry, Food and Drug 
Administration Staff, and Clinical 
Laboratories; Availability 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration, 
HHS. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is announcing the 
availability of the draft guidance 
entitled “Framework for Regulatory 
Oversight of Laboratory Developed Tests 
(LDTs).’’ This document describes a 
risk-based framework for addressing the 
regulatory oversight of a subset of in 
vitro diagnostic devices (IVDs) referred 
to as laboratory developed tests (LDTs), 
which are intended for clinical use and 
designed, manufactured and used 
within a single laboratory. This 
document describes FDA’s priorities for 
enforcing pre- and post-market 
requirements for LDTs, and the process 


by which FDA intends to phase in 
enforcement of FDA regulatory 
requirements for LDTs over time. This 
draft guidance is not final, nor is it in 
effect at this time. 


DATES: Although you can comment on 
any guidance at any time (see 21 CFR 
10.115(g)(5)), to ensure that the Agency 
considers your comment on this draft 
guidance before it begins work on the 
final version of the guidance, submit 
either electronic or written comments 
on the draft guidance by February 2, 
2015. 


ADDRESSES: An electronic copy of the 
guidance document is available for 
download from the Internet. See the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section for 
information on electronic access to the 
guidance. Submit written requests for 
single hard copies of the draft guidance 
document entitled ‘Framework for 
Regulatory Oversight of Laboratory 
Developed Tests (LDTs)” to the Office of 
the Center Director, Guidance and 
Policy Development, Center for Devices 
and Radiological Health (CDRH), Food 
and Drug Administration, 10903 New 
Hampshire Ave., Bldg. 66, Rm. 5431, 
Silver Spring, MD 20993-0002, or the 
Office of Communication, Outreach, and 
Development, Center for Biologics 
Evaluation and Research (CBER), Food 
and Drug Administration, 10903 New 
Hampshire Ave., Bldg. 71, Rm. 3128, 
Silver Spring, MD 20993-0002. Send 
one self-addressed adhesive label to 
assist that office in processing your 
request. The guidance may also be 


obtained by mail by calling CBER at 1- 
800-835-4709 or 240-402-7800. 
Submit electronic comments on the 
draft guidance to http:// 
www.regulations.gov. Submit written 
comments to the Division of Dockets 
Management (HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, 5630 Fishers Lane, Rm. 
1061, Rockville, MD 20852. Identify 
comments with the docket number 
found in brackets in the heading of this 
document. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
LDTframework@fda.hhs.gov; or 
Katherine Serrano, Center for Devices 
and Radiological Health, Food and Drug 
Administration, Bldg. 66, Rm. 5646, 
10903 New Hampshire Ave., Silver 
Spring, MD 20993-0002, 240-402-4217; 
or Stephen Ripley, Center for Biologics 
Evaluation and Research Food and Drug 
Administration, 10903 New Hampshire 
Ave., Bldg. 71, Rm. 7301, Silver Spring, 
MD 20993-0002, 240-402-7911. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


In 1976, Congress enacted the Medical 
Device Amendments (MDA), which 
amended the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (the FD&C Act) to create 
a comprehensive system for the 
regulation of medical devices intended 
for use in humans. At that time, the 
definition of a device was amended to 
make explicit that it encompassed in 
vitro diagnostic devices (IVDs): “The 
term ‘device’. . . means an instrument, 
apparatus, implement, machine, 
contrivance, implant, in vitro reagent, or 
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other similar or related article. . . 
(section 201(h) of the FD&C Act (21 
U.S.C. 321(h)). The definition of device 
applies equally to 1VDs manufactured 
by conventional device manufacturers 
and those manufactured by laboratories. 
An IVD, therefore, meets the device 
definition irrespective of where and by 
whom it is manufactured. 

Since the implementation of the MDA 
of 1976, FDA has exercised enforcement 
discretion so that the Agency has 
generally not enforced applicable 
provisions under the FD&C Act and 
FDA regulations with respect to 
laboratory developed tests (LDTs), a 
subset of in vitro diagnostic devices that 
are intended for clinical use and 
designed, manufactured, and used 
within a single laboratory. 

In 1976, LDTs were mostly 
manufactured in small volumes by local 
Jaboratories. Many laboratories 
manufactured LDTs that were similar to 
well-characterized, standard diagnostic 
devices, as well as other LDTs that were 
intended for use in diagnosing rare 
diseases or for other uses to meet the 
needs of a local patient population. 
LDTs at the time tended to rely on the 
manual techniques used by laboratory 
personnel. LDTs were typically used 
and interpreted directly by physicians 
and pathologists working within a 
single institution that was responsible 
for the patient. In addition, historically, 
LDTs were manufactured using 
components that were legally marketed 
for clinical use (i.e., general purpose 
reagents, immunohistochemical stains, 
and other components marketed in 
compliance with FDA regulatory 
requirements). 

Although some laboratories today still 
manufacture LDTs in this “traditional” 
manner, the landscape for laboratory 
testing in general, and LDTs along with 
it, has changed dramatically since 1976. 
Today, LDTs are often used in 
laboratories that are independent of the 
healthcare delivery entity. Additionally, 
LDTs are frequently manufactured with 
components and instruments that are 
not legally marketed for clinical use and 
also rely more heavily on complex, 
high-tech instrumentation and software 
to generate results and clinical 
interpretations. Moreover, technological 
advances have increased the use of 
diagnostic devices in guiding critical 
clinical management decisions for high- 
risk diseases and conditions, 
particularly in the context of 
personalized medicine. 

Business models for laboratories have 
also changed since 1976. With the 
advent of overnight shipping and 
electronic delivery of information (e.g., 
device results), a single laboratory can 


now easily provide device results 
nationally and internationally. Today, 
many new LDT manufacturers are large 
corporations that nationally market a 
limited number of complex, high-risk 
devices, in contrast to 1976 when 
hospital or public health laboratories 
used a wide range of devices that were 
generally either well characterized and 
similar to standard devices; used to 
diagnose rare diseases; or designed 
specifically to meet the needs of their 
local patients. Together, these changes 
have resulted in a significant shift in the 
types of LDTs developed, the business 
model for developing them, and the 
potential risks they pose to patients. 

Because of changes in the complexity 
and use of LDTs and the associated 
increased risks, as described earlier, 
FDA believes the policy of general 
enforcement discretion towards LDTs is 
no longer appropriate. To initiate this 
step toward greater oversight, FDA held 
a two-day public meeting on July 19 and 
20, 2010, to provide a forum for 
stakeholders to discuss issues and 
concerns surrounding greater oversight 
of LDTs. Comments submitted to the 
public docket for the July public 
meeting have been addressed, as 
appropriate, in the draft guidance 
document. 

Once finalized and implemented, this 
guidance document is intended to 
provide a risk-based oversight 
framework that will assure that devices 
used in the provision of health care, 
whether developed by a laboratory or a 
conventional IVD manufacturer, comply 
with the appropriate levels of regulatory 
controls needed to assure that they are 
safe and effective. Under the framework 
outlined in this guidance document, 
FDA intends to continue to exercise 
enforcement discretion for all applicable 
regulatory requirements for LDTs used 
solely for forensic (law enforcement) 
purposes as well as certain LDTs for 
transplantation when used in certified, 
high-complexity histocompatibility 
laboratories. Additionally, FDA intends 
to exercise enforcement discretion for 
applicable premarket review 
requirements and quality systems 
requirements, but enforce other 
applicable regulatory requirements, 
including registration and listing (with 
the option to provide notification 
instead) and adverse event reporting, for 
low risk LDTs (class I devices), LDTs for 
rare diseases, Traditional LDTs and 
LDTs for Unmet Needs, as described in 
the draft guidance document. For other 
high and moderate risk LDTs, FDA 
intends to enforce applicable regulatory 
requirements, including registration and 
listing (with the option to provide 
notification instead) and adverse event 





reporting, and phase in enforcement of 
premarket and quality system 
requirements in a risk-based manner. 

On July 31, 2014, as required by 
Section 1143 of the Food and Drug 
Administration Safety and Innovation 
Act, FDA provided notification to 
Congress of its intent to issue this draft 
guidance and the accompanying draft 
guidance entitled “FDA Notification 
and Medical Device Reporting for 
Laboratory Developed Test (LDTs)” (the 
availability of the accompanying draft 
guidance is announced elsewhere in 
this issue of the Federal Register). The 
anticipated details of these draft 
guidance documents were included in 
the notification to Congress. 

Although FDA was not accepting 
formal comments on its notification to 
Congress, the Agency has received 
informal comments and questions 
regarding the anticipated details of this 
draft guidance provided in the 
notification to Congress. To give 
everyone an opportunity to provide 
formal comments on the anticipated 
details as part of the administrative 
record, the details of the draft guidance 
are identical to that which were 
included in FDA’s July 31, 2014, 
notification to Congress with the 
exception of the following technical 
amendments: The definition of 
companion diagnostic has been updated 
for consistency with the final guidance 
on “In Vitro Companion Diagnostic 
Devices” issued on August 6, 2014, and 
the ‘‘Traditional LDT”’ factor regarding 
whether the LDT is comprised only of 
components and instruments that are 
legally marketed has been clarified to 
more accurately reflect FDA’s intent of 
considering whether the LDT is 
comprised of only components and 
instruments that are legally marketed for 
clinical use. 

To provide greater transparency on 
certain questions and issues that have 
been raised and to allow for broad 
public input, in addition to welcoming 
comments on all aspects of this draft 
guidance, FDA seeks feedback on the 
following specific issues: 

e Traditional LDTs: In Section D.5.(a) 
of the draft guidance, FDA has proposed 
continued enforcement discretion for 
premarket review and quality system 
requirements for a category of LDTs 
called “Traditional LDTs”’ based on 
whether the device is: (1) an LDT 
(designed, manufactured and used 
within a single laboratory); (2) 
manufactured and used by a health care 
facility laboratory (such as one located 
in a hospital or clinic) for a patient that 
is being diagnosed and/or treated at that 
same health care facility or within the 
facility's healthcare system; (3) 
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comprised only of components and 
instruments that are legally marketed for 
clinical use; and (4) interpreted by 
qualified laboratory professionals 
without the use of automated 
instrumentation or software for 
interpretation. FDA believes that these 
factors appropriately mitigate risks 
associated with Traditional LDTs being 
used on patients so that continued 
enforcement discretion with respect to 
premarket review and quality system 
requirements is appropriate. However, 
FDA is seeking public feedback as to 
whether the following three factors may 
be sufficient to appropriately mitigate 
risk for this category of tests and 
whether they may also be sufficient to 
support continued enforcement 
discretion in full (i.e., for all regulatory 
requirements rather than just for 
premarket review and quality system 
requirements): (1) the test is an LDT 
(designed, manufactured and used 
within a single laboratory); (2) the test 
makes use of only components and 
instruments that are legally marketed for 
clinical use, which have a number of 
regulatory controls in place, including 
reporting of adverse events; and (3) the 
test is interpreted by laboratory 
professionals who are appropriately 
qualified and trained as required by the 
Clinical Laboratory Improvement 
Amendments regulations (e.g., 42 CFR 
493.1449), without the use of automated 
instrumentation or software for 
interpretation. 

e LDTs Used for Rare Diseases: In 
Section D.5.(a) of the draft guidance, 
FDA has proposed continued 
enforcement discretion for premarket 
review and quality system requirements 
for LDTs used for rare diseases, which 
are those tests that meet the definition 
of LDT in the guidance (designed, 
manufactured and used within a single 
laboratory) and meet the definition of a 
Humanitarian Use Device (HUD) under 
21 CFR 814.102(a)(5). With these 
factors, FDA has attempted to balance 
the need to mitigate the risks associated 
with these tests with their potential 
benefit for patients. FDA invites 
stakeholders to provide feedback on the 
suitability of these factors for LDTs for 
rare diseases. Further, FDA is seeking 
feedback on whether a factor other than 
the HUD definition should be 
considered, such as a factor based on 
the number of tests for a rare disease or 
condition that would likely (based on 
the prevalence of the condition) be 
conducted annually in the United 
States, and if so what the annual 
number of tests should be for the 
purpose of defining an LDT as an LDT 
for a rare disease. FDA also seeks 





feedback on whether enforcement 
discretion should be limited to tests that 
are designed, manufactured and used 
within a single laboratory. 

e Healthcare System: In Section D.5. 
of the draft guidance, for the categories 
of tests called ‘‘Traditional LDTs” and 
“LDTs for Unmet Needs,”’ FDA has 
identified factors it intends to consider 
in continuing to exercise enforcement 
discretion for premarket review and 
quality system requirements. One such 
factor is whether the LDT is both 
manufactured and used by a healthcare 
facility laboratory (such as one located 
in a hospital or clinic) for a patient that 
is being diagnosed and/or treated at that 
same healthcare facility or within that 
facility’s healthcare system. To further 
clarify this factor, the guidance 
document explains that “healthcare 
system” refers to a collection of 
hospitals that are owned and operated 
by the same entity and that share access 
to patient care information for their 
patients, such as, but not limited to, 
drug order information, treatment and 
diagnosis information, and patient 
outcomes. While FDA invites feedback 
on all factors described in Section D.5. 
of the draft guidance, FDA specifically 
requests feedback on whether 
enforcement discretion should be 
limited, as proposed, to those LDTs that 
are both manufactured and used by a 
healthcare facility laboratory. FDA also 
invites the public to provide feedback to 
the Agency on which types of facilities 
would or would not be considered 
within a healthcare system, or to offer 
an alternative description of healthcare 
system for Agency consideration. 

¢ Quality System (QS) Phase-in: In 
Section D.6. of the draft guidance, FDA 
has proposed to continue to exercise 
enforcement discretion with respect to 
QS regulation requirements, codified in 
21 CFR Part 820, until a manufacturer 
of a given LDT submits a Premarket 
Approval (PMA) or FDA issues a 510(k) 
clearance order for the LDT. Under this 
enforcement policy, the clinical 
laboratory manufacturing and using the 
LDT will be responsible for having a 
quality system in place that meets the 
minimum requirements codified in 21 
CFR Part 820, either at the time of PMA 
submission (the facility that makes the 
device must pass an inspection as a 
condition of PMA approval as a matter 
of law (21 CFR 814.45(a)(3)), or prior to 
market launch for cleared devices, as 
applicable. FDA invites feedback on the 
timeframe for phase-in enforcement of 
QS regulation requirements. 
Specifically, FDA is considering 
whether those LDTs in the highest-risk 
category of devices (described in section 
D.5.(c) of the draft guidance), which 


FDA intends to generally enforce 
premarket review requirements 12 
months following publication of the 
final Framework guidance, should 
remain under enforcement discretion for 
the design control requirements (21 CFR 
820.30(a-h) and (j)) of the QS regulation 
for up to 24 months after publication of 
the final guidance. 

e Notification: FDA notes that some 
laboratory networks (i.e., more than one 
laboratory under the control of the same 
parent entity) offer the same test in 
multiple laboratories throughout their 
network. Although devices in this 
scenario do not meet FDA’s definition of 
an LDT (i.e., they are not designed, 
manufactured and used within a single 
laboratory), FDA would like feedback on 
whether a single notification from the 
laboratory network for that test is 
sufficient, provided that the laboratory 
network indicates in the notification to 
FDA that the test is offered at multiple 
sites. In addition, FDA seeks comment 
on whether there are certain types of 
LDTs for which the Agency should 
neither enforce requirements for 
registration and listing nor request 
notification in lieu of registration and 
listing. 

e FDA understands that members of 
the public may want more clarity 
around specific issues; such as how 
laboratory sponsors could interpret 
what elements make up a medical 
device, what might constitute the label 
or labeling for their device, whether or 
not unique device identifier 
requirements apply to LDTs, and how 
laboratory-physician communication 
about a test and its result would be 
viewed by FDA, among others. We 
invite public comment on these issues 
and any other issues or questions that 
should be addressed in the guidance, 
including how that issue or question 
should be addressed. 

Additionally, FDA intends to hold a 
public webinar in late October, 2014 to 
summarize the proposed oversight 
framework and answer clarification 
questions from stakeholders. The 
webinar will not require registration and 
will be announced at least one week in 
advance on FDA’s Web site. It will be 
recorded and made available on FDA’s 
Web site shortly thereafter. 


II. Significance of Guidance 


This draft guidance is being issued 
consistent with FDA’s good guidance 
practices regulation (21 CFR 10.115). 
The draft guidance, when finalized, will 
represent the Agency’s current thinking 
on oversight of laboratory developed 
tests. It does not create or confer any 
rights for or on any person and does not 
operate to bind FDA or the public. An 
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alternative approach may be used if 
such approach satisfies the 
requirements of the applicable statute 
and regulations. 


III. Electronic Access 


Persons interested in obtaining a copy 
of the draft guidance may do so by 
downloading an electronic copy from 
the Internet. A search capability for all 
CDRH guidance documents is available 
at http://www.fda.gov/MedicalDevices/ 
DeviceRegulationandGuidance/ 
GuidanceDocuments/default.htm. 
Guidance documents are also available 
at http://www.regulations.gov or the 
CBER Internet at http://www.fda.gov/ 
BiologicsBlood Vaccines/Guidance 
ComplianceRegulatoryInformation/ 
default.htm. 

Persons unable to download an 
electronic copy of “Framework for 
Regulatory Oversight of Laboratory 
Developed Tests (LDTs)”’ may send an 
email request to CDRH- 
Guidance@fda.hhs.gov to receive an 
electronic copy of the document. Please 
use the document number 1739 to 
identify the guidance you are 
requesting. 


IV. Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 


This draft guidance refers to 
previously approved collections of 
information found in FDA regulations. 
These collections of information are 
subject to review by the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) under 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501-3520). The collections 
of information in 21 CFR part 807 
Subpart E have been approved under 
OMB control number 0910-0120; the 
collections of information in 21 CFR 
part 807 Subpart B and C have been 
approved under OMB control number 
0910-0625; the collections of 
information in 21 CFR part 601 have 
been approved under OMB control 
number 0910-0338; the collections of 
information in 21 CFR part 814, 
subparts B and E, have been approved 
under OMB control number 0910-0231; 
the collections of information in 21 CFR 
part 814, subpart H, have been approved 
under OMB control number 0910-0332; 
the collections of information in 21 CFR 
part 820 have been approved under 
OMB control number 0910-0073; the 
collections of information in 21 CFR 
part 812 have been approved under 
OMB control number 0910-0078; the 
collections of information in 21 CFR 
part 806 have been approved under 
OMB control number 0910-0359; the 
collections of information in 21 CFR 801 
and 21 CFR 809.10 have been approved 
under OMB control number 0910-0485; 
and the collections of information in 21 


CFR part 803 have been approved under 
OMB control numbers 0910-0291 and 
0910-0437. 


V. Comments 


Interested persons may submit either 
electronic comments regarding this 
document to http://www.regulations.gov 
or written comments to the Division of 
Dockets Management (see ADDRESSES). It 
is only necessary to send one set of 
comments. Identify comments with the 
docket number found in brackets in the 
heading of this document. Received 
comments may be seen in the Division 
of Dockets Management between 9 a.m. 
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 
will be posted to the docket at http:// 
www.regulations.gov. 

Comments will also be accepted at a 
public meeting, which will be held prior 
to finalizing this draft guidance. A 2-day 
meeting is tentatively scheduled for 
early January, 2015 and will be 
announced separately in the Federal 
Register. 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 

Peter Lurie, 

Associate Commissioner for Policy and 
Planning. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23596 Filed 9-30-14; 11:15 am] 
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SUMMARY: The Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) is announcing the 
availability of the draft guidance 
entitled “FDA Notification and Medical 
Device Reporting for Laboratory 
Developed Tests (LDTs).”’ This draft 
guidance document is intended to 
describe the process for clinical 
laboratories to notify FDA of the 
laboratory developed tests (LDTs) they 
manufacture as well as to describe the 
Medical Device Reporting (MDR) 
requirements for clinical laboratories 
manufacturing LDTs. LDTs are those in 
vitro diagnostic devices that are 
intended for clinical use and designed, 
manufactured, and used within a single 


laboratory. This draft guidance is not 
final nor is it in effect at this time. 
DATES: Although you can comment on 
any guidance at any time (see 21 CFR 
10.115(g)(5)), to ensure that the Agency 
considers your comment on this draft 
guidance before it begins work on the 
final version of the guidance, submit 
either electronic or written comments 
on the draft guidance by February 2, 
2015. 


ADDRESSES: An electronic copy of the 
guidance document is available for 
download from the Internet. See the 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section for 
information on electronic access to the 
guidance. Submit written requests for 
single hard copies of the draft guidance 
document entitled ‘“‘FDA Notification 
and Medical Device Reporting for 
Laboratory Developed Tests (LDTs)’’ to 
the Office of the Center Director, 
Guidance and Policy Development, 
Center for Devices and Radiological 
Health (CDRH), Food and Drug 
Administration, 10903 New Hampshire 
Ave., Bldg. 66, Rm. 5431, Silver Spring, 
MD 20993-0002; or to the Office of 
Communication, Outreach and 
Development (HFM-40), Center for 
Biologics Evaluation and Research 
(CBER), Food and Drug Administration, 
10903 New Hampshire Ave., Bldg. 71, 
Rm. 3128, Silver Spring, MD 20993- 
0002. Send one self-addressed adhesive 
label to assist that office in processing 
your request. The guidance may also be 
obtained by mail by calling CBER at 1- 
800-835-4709 or 240-402-7800. 
Submit electronic comments on the 
draft guidance to http:// 
www.regulations.gov. Submit written 
comments to the Division of Dockets 
Management (HFA-305), Food and Drug 
Administration, 5630 Fishers Lane, Rm. 
1061, Rockville, MD 20852. Identify 
comments with the docket number 
found in brackets in the heading of this 
document. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: LDT 
framework@fda.hhs.gov; or Katherine 
Serrano, Center for Devices and 
Radiological Health, Food and Drug 
Administration, 10903 New Hampshire 
Ave., Bldg. 66, Rm. 5646, Silver Spring, 
MD 20993-0002, 240-402-4217; or 
Stephen Ripley, Center for Biologics 
Evaluation and Research, Food and 
Drug Administration, 10903 New 
Hampshire Ave., Bldg. 71, Rm. 7301, 
Silver Spring, MD 20993-0002, 240- 
402-7911. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Background 


In 1976, Congress enacted the Medical 
Device Amendments (MDA) (Public 
Law 94-295), which amended the 
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Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(the FD&C Act) to create a 
comprehensive system for the regulation 
of medical devices intended for use in 
humans. At that time, the definition of 
a device was amended to make explicit 
that it encompasses in vitro diagnostic 
devices (IVDs): ‘‘The term ‘device’. . . 
means an instrument, apparatus, 
implement, machine, contrivance, 
implant, in vitro reagent, or other 
similar or related article... .’”’ (section 
201(h) of the FD&C Act (21 U.S.C. 
321(h)). The definition of device applies 
equally to IVDs manufactured by 
conventional device manufacturers and 
those manufactured by laboratories. An 
IVD, therefore, meets the device 
definition irrespective of where and by 
whom it is manufactured. 

However, since the implementation of 
the MDA of 1976, FDA has generally 
exercised enforcement discretion so that 
the Agency has generally not enforced 
applicable provisions under the FD&C 
Act and FDA regulations with respect to 
LDTs, a subset of IVDs that are intended 
for clinical use and designed, 
manufactured, and used within a single 
laboratory. Given a changing landscape 
in terms of the volume, technology, and 
business model of IVDs offered as LDTs 
since 1976, in combination with the 
increasingly important role of diagnostic 
devices, including LDTs, in critical 
clinical treatment decisions, the FDA 
does not believe that generally 
exercising enforcement discretion with 
respect to the regulatory requirements 
for these devices remains appropriate. 

Consistent with the draft guidance 
entitled ‘Framework for Regulatory 
Oversight of Laboratory Developed Tests 
(LDTs)”’ that is being distributed for 
comment contemporaneously with this 
document, FDA intends to enforce 
certain medical device regulatory 
requirements for LDTs and device- 
manufacturer requirements for 
laboratories that manufacture, prepare, 
propagate, compound, assemble, or 
process LDTs. FDA intends to collect 
information regarding LDTs currently 
being used by laboratories through a 
notification process. In addition, FDA 
intends to enforce the requirements 
under part 803 (21 CFR part 803) for 
reporting safety issues related to LDTs, 
to provide a mechanism for collecting 
information on any known or suspected 
adverse events related to the use of an 
LDT. FDA believes that this is the 
appropriate regulatory oversight 
approach to adopt initially in achieving 
the desired public health goal of 
assuring that these IVDs used in the 
provision of health care, regardless of 
the manufacturer, provide reasonable 
assurance of safety and effectiveness. 


FDA welcomes comments on all 
aspects of this guidance, as well as on 
the following specific issue: FDA notes 
that some laboratory networks (i.e., 
more than one laboratory under the 
control of the same parent entity) offer 
the same test in multiple laboratories 
throughout their network. Although 
devices in this scenario do not meet 
FDA’s definition of an LDT (i.e., they 
are not designed, manufactured and 
used within a single laboratory), FDA 
would like feedback on whether a single 
notification from the laboratory network 
for that test is sufficient, provided that 
the laboratory network indicates in the 
notification to FDA that the test is 
offered at multiple sites. Elsewhere in 
this issue of the Federal Register, FDA 
is issuing a notice announcing the 
availability of the draft guidance 
entitled ‘““Framework for Regulatory 
Oversight of Laboratory Developed Tests 
(LDTs)” that also identifies specific 
issues for comment. 

Additionally, FDA intends to hold a 
public webinar in late October 2014 to 
summarize the proposed oversight 
framework and answer clarification 
questions from stakeholders. The 
webinar will not require registration and 
will be announced at least 1 week in 
advance on FDA’s Web site. It will be 
recorded and made available on FDA’s 
Web site shortly thereafter. 


II. Significance of Guidance 


This draft guidance is being issued 
consistent with FDA’s good guidance 
practices regulation (21 CFR 10.115). 
The draft guidance, when finalized, will 
represent the Agency’s current thinking 
on FDA notification and medical device 
reporting requirements for LDTs. It does 
not create or confer any rights for or on 
any person and does not operate to bind 
FDA or the public. An alternative 
approach may be used if such approach 
satisfies the requirements of the 
applicable statute and regulations. 


III. Electronic Access 


Persons interested in obtaining a copy 
of the draft guidance may do so by 
downloading an electronic copy from 
the Internet. A search capability for all 
CDRH guidance documents is available 
at http://www.fda.gov/MedicalDevices/ 
DeviceRegulationandGuidance/ 
GuidanceDocuments/default.htm. 
Guidance documents are also available 
at http://www.regulations.gov or on the 
CBER Internet at http://www.fda.gov/ 
BiologicsBlood Vaccines/Guidance 
ComplianceRegulatoryInformation/ 
default.htm. 

Persons unable to download an 
electronic copy of ‘FDA Notification 
and Medical Device Reporting for 


Laboratory Developed Tests (LDTs)”’ 
may send an email request to CDRH- 
Guidance@fda.hhs.gov to receive an 
electronic copy of the document. Please 
use the document number 1738 to 
identify the guidance you are 
requesting. 


IV. Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 


Under the Paperwork Reduction Act 
of 1995 (the PRA) (44 U.S.C. 3501- 
3520), Federal Agencies must obtain 
approval from the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) for each collection of 
information they conduct or sponsor. 
“Collection of information” is defined 
in 44 U.S.C. 3502(3) and 5 CFR 
1320.3(c) and includes Agency requests 
or requirements that members of the 
public submit reports, keep records, or 
provide information to a third party. 
Section 3506(c)(2)(A) of the PRA (44 
U.S.C. 3506(c)(2)(A)) requires Federal 
Agencies to provide a 60-day notice in 
the Federal Register concerning each 
proposed collection of information 
before submitting the collection to OMB 
for approval. To comply with this 
requirement, FDA is publishing notice 
of the proposed collection of 
information set forth in this document. 

With respect to the following 
collection of information, FDA invites 
comments on the following topics: (1) 
Whether the proposed collection of 
information is necessary for the proper 
performance of FDA’s functions, 
including whether the information will 
have practical utility; (2) the accuracy of 
FDA’s estimate of the burden of the 
proposed collection of information, 
including the validity of the 
methodology and assumptions used; (3) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and (4) ways to minimize the 
burden of the collection of information 
on respondents, including through the 
use of automated collection techniques, 
when appropriate, and other forms of 
information technology. 

Title: Notification for Laboratory 
Developed Tests (LDTs). 

FDA intends to collect information 
from laboratories regarding their current 
LDTs and new LDTs through a 
notification process. This information 
collection is needed to classify LDTs 
and to prioritize enforcement of 
premarket review requirements for 
categories of LDTs based on risk using 
a public process. Specifically, FDA 
plans to use advisory panels to provide 
recommendations to the Agency on LDT 
risks, classification and prioritization of 
enforcement of applicable regulatory 
requirements on certain categories of 
LDTs, as appropriate. Additionally, the 
notification information will be made 
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available in part to the laboratory 
community and interested stakeholders 
to act as a resource for accessing 
information on the LDTs currently being 
used by laboratories. If these data are 
not collected, FDA and interested 
stakeholders will not have reliable data 
on the types of LDTs currently used. 
Further, because notification data will 
be used to classify LDTs and prioritize 
enforcement of premarket review 
requirements based on risk, it will 
benefit laboratories to provide the most 
accurate information possible to ensure 
that appropriate classification is made. 
To facilitate future FDA regulatory 
activity for LDTs, clinical laboratories 
should notify FDA of all of the LDTs 
manufactured, prepared, propagated, 
compounded, assembled, or processed 
by their laboratories. To appropriately 
notify FDA of all LDTs manufactured at 
an establishment, the owner/operator 
should provide information on the data 
elements identified in the following 
paragraph for each LDT manufactured at 


their establishment. Laboratory owner/ 
operators with LDTs currently being 
used in their laboratories should begin 
to report this information no later than 
6 months after publication, in final 
form, of the ‘Framework for Regulatory 
Oversight of Laboratory Developed Tests 
(LDTs)” guidance document referred to 
in section I. Background. Starting 6 
months after publication of the final 
version of the ‘“‘Framework for 
Regulatory Oversight of Laboratory 
Developed Tests (LDTs)” guidance, 
laboratories that intend to offer new 
LDTs should provide notification prior 
to offering the LDT for clinical use. It 
should be noted that when laboratories 
make a significant change to the 
marketed intended use of an LDT for 
which they have previously provided 
notification, the LDT will be considered 
by the FDA to be a new LDT and, 
therefore, a new notification should be 
provided prior to offering that LDT for 
clinical use. 





Data Elements to be Reported ! 


e Laboratory Name 

e Laboratory Contact Email Address 

e Test Name 

e Monthly Test Volume 

e Intended Use 

e Clinical Use of Test 

e What is measured or detected (i.e. 
analyte, measurand, etc.) 

e Disease/Condition for which the 
diagnostic device is indicated 

e Patient Population 

e Does the patient population include 
pediatric patients? (<21 years old) 

e Sample Type 

e Test Method 

e Is the test a modification of an FDA 
cleared/approved test? 

e Ifthe test is a modification of an 
FDA cleared/approved test, what 
modifications were made? 

Respondents to this collection of 
information are manufacturers of LDTs. 
FDA estimates the burden of this 
collection as follows. 


TABLE 1—ESTIMATED ANNUAL REPORTING BURDEN FIRST YEAR' 







Activity 


LDT Notification—lInitial notification 





LDT Notification—Subsequent first year notifications 


Number of 
responses per 
respondent 












Number of 
respondents 





650 


Total annual 
responses 















Average burden 
per response 
(in hours) 


Total hours 


















1 There are no capital costs or operating and maintenance costs associated with this collection of information. 


TABLE 2—ESTIMATED ANNUAL REPORTING BURDEN SUBSEQUENT YEARS 1 





Activity 


LDT Notification—Subsequent years ................ 


Number of 
responses per 
respondent 












Number of 
respondents 






Total annual 
responses 
















Average burden 
per response 
(in hours) 


Total hours 










1 There are no capital costs or operating and maintenance costs associated with this collection of information. 


Upon publication of a final guidance 
based on this draft guidance, FDA 
expects approximately 650 
manufacturers to provide notification 
information regarding approximately 17 
LDTs each. The number of respondents 
and total number of responses are based 
on information provided by New York 
State. Specifically, in July 2014, New 
York State indicated that it has 
reviewed 9,800 submissions from 565 
labs. While these numbers represent the 
best estimates available for the number 
of LDTs currently on the market, FDA 
acknowledges that additional LDTs may 
be offered to patients in the United 
States that are not currently offered in 


1 Please refer to Appendix A of the draft guidance 
document for a more detailed discussion of data 
elements. 


New York State, and therefore, have not 
undergone review. To take into account 
the possibility that the number of LDTs 
and number of labs in New York State 
understate the totals for the United 
States, FDA assumes that the 
nationwide totals are 10 percent higher 
and, therefore, estimates that there are 
approximately 11,000 LDTs 
manufactured in 650 labs. To 
corroborate our estimate of the total 
number of responses, i.e., the total 
number of LDTs currently being offered, 
we looked at National Institutes of 
Health Genetic Test Registry data. In 
June 2014, the registry included 
approximately 7,600 genetic tests that 


are not FDA-approved or cleared, but 
are currently offered. If we assume that 
genetic tests represent roughly 70 to 80 
percent of all LDTs, this supports our 
estimate of 11,050 LDTs (total annual 
responses in the first year). 


FDA estimates an average of 17 LDTs 
offered per laboratory based upon the 
ratio of labs offering LDTs to the number 
of LDT submissions received by New 
York State. We therefore estimate that 
there will be 650 respondents 
(manufacturers of LDTs) and 17 
responses per respondent (LDT 
notifications) in the first year. This 
results in 11,050 total annual responses 
in the first year. 
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FDA acknowledges that according to 
the CLIA (Clinical Laboratory 
Improvement Amendments) program at 
CMS (August 2014), there are 
approximately 11,000 CLIA-certified 
high complexity labs that have the 
appropriate certifications to 
manufacture LDTs. However, FDA is not 
aware of information describing the 
exact number of certified high 
complexity laboratories currently 
offering LDTs. Therefore, FDA has 
relied upon the information provided by 
New York State when creating these 
estimates. FDA acknowledges that, 
without firm data on the number of labs 
offering LDTs or the number of tests 
offered per lab, the estimate of the 
number of respondents is necessarily 
uncertain. 

After the initial notification, 
respondents will only notify FDA of 
new tests or modifications that affect 
performance or intended use. We 
estimate the number of tests in 
subsequent years to be approximately 5 
percent of the estimated number of 
initial notifications. 

FDA bases its estimate of the average 
burden per response on Agency creation 
of a mock notification. We would expect 
labs to take up to an hour for their first 
notification and only 30 minutes for 
subsequent notifications, due to 
familiarity with the system. 

Therefore, we estimate the total 
reporting burden to respondents to be 
5,850 hours for the first year and 325 
hours for subsequent years. 

This draft guidance also refers to 
previously approved collections of 
information found in FDA regulations. 
These collections of information are 
subject to review by the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) under 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501-3520). The collections 
of information in 21 CFR part 803 
(medical device reporting) have been 
approved under OMB control numbers 
0910-0291 and 0910-0437; the 
collections of information in 21 CFR 
part 806 (reports of corrections and 
removals) have been approved under 
OMB control number 0910-0359; and 
the collections of information in 21 CFR 
part 807, subparts B and C (registration 
and listing) have been approved under 
OMB control number 0910-0625. 


V. Comments 


Interested persons may submit either 
electronic comments regarding this 
document to http://www.regulations.gov 
or written comments to the Division of 
Dockets Management (see ADDRESSES). It 
is only necessary to send one set of 
comments. Identify comments with the 
docket number found in brackets in the 





heading of this document. Received 
comments may be seen in the Division 
of Dockets Management between 9 a.m. 
and 4 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 
will be posted to the docket at http:// 
www.regulations.gov. 

Comments will also be accepted at a 
public meeting, which will be held prior 
to finalizing this draft guidance. A 2-day 
meeting is tentatively scheduled for 
early January 2015 and will be 
announced separately in the Federal 
Register. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 

Peter Lurie, 

Associate Commissioner for Policy and 
Planning. 

{FR Doc. 2014-23586 Filed 9-30-14; 11:15 am] 
BILLING CODE 4164-01-P 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 

Food and Drug Administration 
[Docket No. FDA-2014—N-0001] 
Pulmonary-Allergy Drugs Advisory 
Committee; Notice of Meeting 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration, 
HHS. 
ACTION: Notice. 





This notice announces a forthcoming 
meeting of a public advisory committee 
of the Food and Drug Administration 
(FDA). The meeting will be open to the 
public. 

Name of Committee: Pulmonary- 
Allergy Drugs Advisory Committee. 

General Function of the Committee: 
To provide advice and 
recommendations to the Agency on 
FDA’s regulatory issues. 

Date and Time: The meeting will be 
held on October 21, 2014, from 8 a.m. 
to 4 p.m. 

Location: FDA White Oak Campus, 
Building 31, the Great Room, White Oak 
Conference Center (Rm. 1503), 10903 
New Hampshire Ave., Silver Spring, MD 
20993-0002. Information regarding 
special accommodations due to a 
disability, visitor parking, and 
transportation may be accessed at: 
http://www.fda.gov/Advisory 
Committees/default.htm; under the 
heading “Resources for You,” click on 
“Public Meetings at the FDA White Oak 
Campus.” Please note that visitors to the 
White Oak Campus must enter through 
Building 1. 

Contact Person: Cindy Hong, Center 
for Drug Evaluation and Research, Food 
and Drug Administration, 10903 New 
Hampshire Ave., Bldg. 31, Rm. 2417, 
Silver Spring, MD 20993-0002, 301- 
796-9001, FAX: 301-847-8533, email: 


PADAC@fda.hhs.gov, or FDA Advisory 
Committee Information Line, 1-800- 
741-8138 (301-443-0572 in the 
Washington, DC area). A notice in the 
Federal Register about last minute 
modifications that impact a previously 
announced advisory committee meeting 
cannot always be published quickly 
enough to provide timely notice. 
Therefore, you should always check the 
Agency’s Web site at http://www.fda. 
gov/AdvisoryCommittees/default.htm 
and scroll down to the appropriate 
advisory committee meeting link, or call 
the advisory committee information line 
to learn about possible modifications 
before coming to the meeting. 

Agenda: The committee will discuss 
supplemental new drug application 
(sNDA) 203188, ivacaftor oral tablets, 
submitted by Vertex Pharmaceuticals 
Inc., for the treatment of cystic fibrosis 
in patients with an R117H mutation in 
the cystic fibrosis transmembrane 
conductance regulator gene. 

FDA intends to make background 
material available to the public no later 
than 2 business days before the meeting. 
If FDA is unable to post the background 
material on its Web site prior to the 
meeting, the background material will 
be made publicly available at the 
location of the advisory committee 
meeting, and the background material 
will be posted on FDA’s Web site after 
the meeting. Background material is 
available at http://www.fda.gov/ 
AdvisoryCommittees/Calendar/ 
default.htm. Scroll down to the 
appropriate advisory committee meeting 
link. 

Procedure: Interested persons may 
present data, information, or views, 
orally or in writing, on issues pending 
before the committee. Written 
submissions may be made to the contact 
person on or before October 14, 2014. 
Oral presentations from the public will 
be scheduled between approximately 1 
p.m. and 2 p.m. Those individuals 
interested in making formal oral 
presentations should notify the contact 
person and submit a brief statement of 
the general nature of the evidence or 
arguments they wish to present, the 
names and addresses of proposed 
participants, and an indication of the 
approximate time requested to make 
their presentation on or before October 
6, 2014. Time allotted for each 
presentation may be limited. If the 
number of registrants requesting to 
speak is greater than can be reasonably 
accommodated during the scheduled 
open public hearing session, FDA may 
conduct a lottery to determine the 
speakers for the scheduled open public 
hearing session. The contact person will 
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notify interested persons regarding their 
request to speak by October 7, 2014. 

Persons attending FDA’s advisory 
committee meetings are advised that the 
Agency is not responsible for providing 
access to electrical outlets. 

FDA welcomes the attendance of the 
public at its advisory committee 
meetings and will make every effort to 
accommodate persons with physical 
disabilities or special needs. If you 
require special accommodations due to 
a disability, please contact Cindy Hong 
at least 7 days in advance of the 
meeting. 

FDA is committed to the orderly 
conduct of its advisory committee 
meetings. Please visit our Web site at 
http://www.fda.gov/Advisory 
Committees/AboutA dvisoryCommittees/ 
ucm111462.htm for procedures on 
public conduct during advisory 
committee meetings. 

Notice of this meeting is given under 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. app. 2). 

Dated: September 26, 2014. 

Jill Hartzler Warner, 

Associate Commissioner for Special Medical 
Programs. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23548 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4164-01-P 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 


Food and Drug Administration 
[Docket No. FDA 2014—N-0001] 


Anesthetic and Analgesic Drug 
Products Advisory Committee; Notice 
of Meeting 


AGENCY: Food and Drug Administration, 
HHS. 
ACTION: Notice. 


This notice announces a forthcoming 
meeting of a public advisory committee 
of the Food and Drug Administration 
(FDA). The meeting will be open to the 
public. 

Name of Committee: Anesthetic and 
Analgesic Drug Products Advisory 
Committee. 

General Function of the Committee: 
To provide advice and 
recommendations to the Agency on 
FDA’s regulatory issues. 

Date and Time: The meeting will be 
held on November 24, 2014, from 8 a.m. 
to 5 p.m. and November 25, 2014, from 
8 a.m. to 12 noon. 

Location: FDA White Oak Campus, 
10903 New Hampshire Ave., Bldg. 31 
Conference Center, the Great Room (Rm. 
1503), Silver Spring, MD 20993-0002. 
Information regarding special 


accommodations due to a disability, 
visitor parking, and transportation may 
be accessed at: http://www.fda.gov/ 
AdvisoryCommittees/default.htm; under 
the heading ‘‘Resources for You,” click 
on “Public Meetings at the FDA White 
Oak Campus.” Please note that visitors 
to the White Oak Campus must enter 
through Building 1. 

Contact Person: Stephanie L. 
Begansky, Center for Drug Evaluation 
and Research, Food and Drug 
Administration, 10903 New Hampshire 
Ave., Bldg. 31, Rm. 2417, Silver Spring, 
MD 20993-0002, 301-796-9001, FAX: 
301-847-8533, email: AADPAC@ 
fda.hhs.gov, or FDA Advisory 
Committee Information Line, 1—-800-— 
741-8138 (301-443-0572 in the 
Washington, DC area). A notice in the 
Federal Register about last minute 
modifications that impact a previously 
announced advisory committee meeting 
cannot always be published quickly 
enough to provide timely notice. 
Therefore, you should always check the 
Agency’s Web site at http://www.fda. 
gov/AdvisoryCommittees/default.htm 
and scroll down to the appropriate 
advisory committee meeting link, or call 
the advisory committee information line 
to learn about possible modifications 
before coming to the meeting. 

Agenda: The committee will discuss 
the risk of serious neurologic adverse 
reactions associated with epidural 
steroid injections (ESI) administered to 
reduce inflammation for pain 
management. The committee will also 
consider the efficacy of ESI and the 
overall risk benefit balance of injecting 
steroids in the epidural space to treat 
pain. These considerations will assist 
the Agency in our discussions of 
possible regulatory options, including 
but not limited to changes to the 
product labeling. 

FDA intends to make background 
material available to the public no later 
than 2 business days before the meeting. 
If FDA is unable to post the background 
material on its Web site prior to the 
meeting, the background material will 
be made publicly available at the 
location of the advisory committee 
meeting, and the background material 
will be posted on FDA’s Web site after 
the meeting. Background material is 
available at http://www.fda.gov/ 
AdvisoryCommittees/Calendar/ 
default.htm. Scroll down to the 
appropriate advisory committee meeting 
link. 

Procedure: Interested persons may 
present data, information, or views, 
orally or in writing, on issues pending 
before the committee. Written 
submissions may be made to the contact 
person on or before November 7, 2014. 


Oral presentations from the public will 
be scheduled between approximately 2 
p.m. and 3:30 p.m. on November 24, 
2014. Those individuals interested in 
making formal oral presentations should 
notify the contact person and submit a 
brief statement of the general nature of 
the evidence or arguments they wish to 
present, the names and addresses of 
proposed participants, and an 
indication of the approximate time 
requested to make their presentation on 
or before October 30, 2014. Time 
allotted for each presentation may be 
limited. If the number of registrants 
requesting to speak is greater than can 
be reasonably accommodated during the 
scheduled open public hearing session, 
FDA may conduct a lottery to determine 
the speakers for the scheduled open 
public hearing session. The contact 
person will notify interested persons 
regarding their request to speak by 
October 31, 2014. 

Persons attending FDA’s advisory 
committee meetings are advised that the 
Agency is not responsible for providing 
access to electrical outlets. 

FDA welcomes the attendance of the 
public at its advisory committee 
meetings and will make every effort to 
accommodate persons with physical 
disabilities or special needs. If you 
require special accommodations due to 
a disability, please contact Stephanie L. 
Begansky at least 7 days in advance of 
the meeting. 

FDA is committed to the orderly 
conduct of its advisory committee 
meetings. Please visit our Web site at 
http://www.fda.gov/Advisory 
Committees/AboutA dvisoryCommittees/ 
ucm111462.htm for procedures on 
public conduct during advisory 
committee meetings. 

Notice of this meeting is given under 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. app. 2). 

Dated: September 26, 2014. 

Jill Hartzler Warner, 

Associate Commissioner for Special Medical 
Programs. 

{FR Doc. 2014—23549 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4164-01-P 





DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 


Coast Guard 
[USCG-2014-0414] 


Cook Inlet Regional Citizens’ Advisory 
Council (CIRCAC) Charter Renewal 


AGENCY: Coast Guard, DHS. 
ACTION: Notice of recertification. 
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SUMMARY: The purpose of this notice is 
to inform the public that the Coast 
Guard has recertified the Cook Inlet 
Regional Citizens’ Advisory Council 
(CIRCAC) as an alternative voluntary 
advisory group for Cook Inlet, Alaska. 
This certification allows the CIRCAC to 
monitor the activities of terminal 
facilities and crude oil tankers under the 
Cook Inlet Program established by 
statute. 


DATES: This recertification is effective 
for the period from September 1st, 2014 
through August 31, 2015. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: LT 
Thomas Pauser Seventeenth Coast 
Guard District (dpi); Telephone 
(907)463-2812, email thomas.e.pauser@ 
uscg.mil. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background and Purpose 


As part of the Oil Pollution Act of 
1990, Congress passed the Oil Terminal 
and Oil Tanker Environmental 
Oversight and Monitoring Act of 1990 
(the Act), 33 U.S.C. 2732, to foster a 
long-term partnership among industry, 
government, and local communities in 
overseeing compliance with 
environmental concerns in the 
operation of crude oil terminals and oil 
tankers. 

On October 18, 1991, the President 
delegated his authority under 33 U.S.C 
2732 (o) to the Secretary of 
Transportation in Executive Order 
12777, section 8(g) (see 56 FR 54757; 
October 22, 1991) for purposes of 
certifying advisory councils, or groups, 
subject to the Act. On March 3, 1992, 
the Secretary redelegated that authority 
to the Commandant of the USCG (see 57 
FR 8582; March 11, 1992). The 
Commandant redelegated that authority 
to the Chief, Office of Marine Safety, 
Security and Environmental Protection 
(G—M) on March 19, 1992 (letter #5402). 

On July 7, 1993, the USCG published 
a policy statement, 58 FR 36504, to 
clarify the factors that shall be 
considered in making the determination 
as to whether advisory councils, or 
groups, should be certified in 
accordance with the Act. 

The Assistant Commandant for 
Marine Safety and Environmental 
Protection (CG—5), redelegated 
recertification authority for advisory 
councils, or groups, to the Commander, 
Seventeenth Coast Guard District on 
February 26, 1999 (letter #16450). 

On September 16, 2002, the USCG 
published a policy statement, 67 FR 
58440, that changed the recertification 
procedures such that applicants are 
required to provide the USCG with 
comprehensive information every three 


years (triennially). For each of the two 
years between the triennial application 
procedure, applicants submit a letter 
requesting recertification that includes a 
description of any substantive changes 
to the information provided at the 
previous triennial recertification. 
Further, public comment is not solicited 
prior to recertification during 
streamlined years, only during the 
triennial comprehensive review. 


Discussion of Comments 


On May 23, 2014 the USCG published 
a Notice of Availability; request for 
comments for recertification of Cook 
Inlet Regional Citizens’ Advisory 
Council in the Federal Register (76 FR 
1187). We received 54 comments from 
the public commenting on the proposed 
action. No public meeting was 
requested, and none was held. All 54 
comments were positive and in support 
of recertification. These letters in 
support of the recertification 
consistently cited CIRCAC’s broad 
representation of the respective 
community’s interests, appropriate 
actions to keep the public informed, 
improvements to both spill response 
preparation and spill prevention, and 
oil spill industry monitoring efforts that 
combat complacency—as intended by 
the Act. The information provided with 
the 2014 application package, follow up 
consultation with CIRCAC and public 
support through positive comments 
displayed ample representation of the 
communities and interests of Cook Inlet 
and promotion of environmentally safe 
marine transportation and oil facility 
operations. 


Recertification 


By letter dated August 27, 2014, the 
Commander, Seventeenth Coast Guard 
certified that the CIRCAC qualifies as an 
alternative voluntary advisory group 
under 33 U.S.C. 2732(o). This 
recertification terminates on August 31, 
2015. 

Dated: August 27, 2014. 

Daniel B. Abel, 

Rear Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard Commander, 
Seventeenth Coast Guard District. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23658 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 9110-04-P 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


[Docket No. FR-5750-N-40] 


Federal Property Suitable as Facilities 
To Assist the Homeless 


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Community Planning and 
Development, HUD. 


ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: This Notice identifies 
unutilized, underutilized, excess, and 
surplus Federal property reviewed by 
HUD for suitability for use to assist the 
homeless. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Juanita Perry, Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, 451 Seventh 
Street SW., Room 7266, Washington, DC 
20410; telephone (202) 402-3970; TTY 
number for the hearing- and speech- 
impaired (202) 708-2565 (these 
telephone numbers are not toll-free), or 
call the toll-free Title V information line 
at 800-927-7588. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 
accordance with 24 CFR part 581 and 
section 501 of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
11411), as amended, HUD is publishing 
this Notice to identify Federal buildings 
and other real property that HUD has 
reviewed for suitability for use to assist 
the homeless. The properties were 
reviewed using information provided to 
HUD by Federal landholding agencies 
regarding unutilized and underutilized 
buildings and real property controlled 
by such agencies or by GSA regarding 
its inventory of excess or surplus 
Federal property. This Notice is also 
published in order to comply with the 
December 12, 1988 Court Order in 
National Coalition for the Homeless v. 
Veterans Administration, No. 88—2503-— 
OG (D.D.C.). 

Properties reviewed are listed in this 
Notice according to the following 
categories: Suitable/available, suitable/ 
unavailable, and suitable/to be excess, 
and unsuitable. The properties listed in 
the three suitable categories have been 
reviewed by the landholding agencies, 
and each agency has transmitted to 
HUD: (1) Its intention to make the 
property available for use to assist the 
homeless, (2) its intention to declare the 
property excess to the agency’s needs, or 
(3) a statement of the reasons that the 
property cannot be declared excess or 
made available for use as facilities to 
assist the homeless. 

Properties listed as suitable/available 
will be available exclusively for 
homeless use for a period of 60 days 
from the date of this Notice. Where 
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property is described as for “off-site use 
only” recipients of the property will be 
required to relocate the building to their 
own site at their own expense. 
Homeless assistance providers 
interested in any such property should 
send a written expression of interest to 
HHS, addressed to Theresa Ritta, Ms. 
Theresa M. Ritta, Chief Real Property 
Branch, the Department of Health and 
Human Services, Room 5B-17, 
Parklawn Building, 5600 Fishers Lane, 
Rockville, MD 20857, (301) 443-6672 
(This is not a toll-free number.) HHS 
will mail to the interested provider an 
application packet, which will include 
instructions for completing the 
application. In order to maximize the 
opportunity to utilize a suitable 
property, providers should submit their 
written expressions of interest as soon 
as possible. For complete details 
concerning the processing of 
applications, the reader is encouraged to 
refer to the interim rule governing this 
program, 24 CFR part 581. 

For properties listed as suitable/to be 
excess, that property may, if 
subsequently accepted as excess by 
GSA, be made available for use by the 
homeless in accordance with applicable 
law, subject to screening for other 
Federal use. At the appropriate time, 
HUD will publish the property in a 
Notice showing it as either suitable/ 
available or suitable/unavailable. 

For properties listed as suitable/ 
unavailable, the landholding agency has 
decided that the property cannot be 
declared excess or made available for 
use to assist the homeless, and the 
property will not be available. 

Properties listed as unsuitable will 
not be made available for any other 
purpose for 20 days from the date of this 
Notice. Homeless assistance providers 
interested in a review by HUD of the 
determination of unsuitability should 
call the toll free information line at 1- 
800-927-7588 for detailed instructions 
or write a letter to Ann Marie Oliva at 
the address listed at the beginning of 
this Notice. Included in the request for 
review should be the property address 
(including zip code), the date of 
publication in the Federal Register, the 
landholding agency, and the property 
number. 

For more information regarding 
particular properties identified in this 
Notice (i.e., acreage, floor plan, existing 
sanitary facilities, exact street address), 
providers should contact the 
appropriate landholding agencies at the 
following addresses: Agriculture: Ms. 
Debra Kerr, Department of Agriculture, 
Reporters Building, 300 7th Street SW., 
Room 300, Washington, DC 20024, 
(202)- 720-8873; COE: Ms. Brenda John- 





Turner, Army Corps of Engineers, Real 
Estate, HQUSACE/CEMP-CR, 441 G 
Street NW., Washington, DC 20314; 
(202) 761-5222; Energy: Mr. David 
Steinau, Department of Energy, Office of 
Property Management, 1000 
Independence Ave. SW., Washington, 
DC 20585 (202) 287-1503; GSA: Mr. 
Flavio Peres, General Services 
Administration, Office of Real Property 
Utilization and Disposal, 1800 F Street 
NW., Room 7040 Washington, DC 
20405, (202) 501-0084; Interior: Mr. 
Michael Wright, Acquisition & Property 
Management, Department of the 
Interior, 3960 N. 56th Ave. #104, 
Hollywood, FL. 33021; (443) 223-4639; 
Navy: Mr. Steve Matteo, Department of 
the Navy, Asset Management Division, 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 
Washington Navy Yard, 1330 Patterson 
Ave. SW., Suite 1000, Washington, DC 
20374; (202)685—9426 (These are not 
toll-free numbers). 


Dated: September 25, 2014. 
Brian P. Fitzmaurice, 


Director, Division of Community Assistance, 
Office of Special Needs Assistance Programs. 


TITLE V, FEDERAL SURPLUS PROPERTY 
PROGRAM Federal Register REPORT FOR 
10/03/2014 


Arkansas 


Tract 12-113- Heibert Bernard House 

102 Groinger Dr. 

Hot Springs AR 71901 

Landholding Agency: Interior 

Property Number: 61201410004 

Status: Excess 

Directions: CORRECTION: This property was 
published in the Sept. 5 FR as suitable and 
available; however, HUD was notified that 
this property met the initial 60 day holding 
period and is now in the process of being 
demolished. 

Comments: CORRECTION: This property is 
no longer available. 


Suitable/Available Properties 


Building 
Colorado 


Tucker Ponds Picnic Area Toilet, TKPDPATI 

TKPDPATI/Rio Grande Nat’! Park 

2.3 miles S on NFSR 390 from Intersection 
w/Hwy 160 

South Fork CO 81154 

Landholding Agency: Agriculture 

Property Number: 15201430023 

Status: Unutilized 

Comments: Off-site removal; removal may 
cause bldg. to collapse; 52+ yrs. old; wood 
structure; human waste; habilitation longer 
than 14 days prohibited; contact 
Agriculture for more info. 


Rio Grande National Forest Rd 

Canyon Picnic Area/Boat Ramp Toilet 5001 

5.2 Miles West on NFSR 520 from 
Intersection w/Hwy 160 

Creede CO 81130 

Landholding Agency: Agriculture 

Property Number: 15201430024 


Status: Unutilized 

Comments: Off-site removal; removal may 
cause bldg. to collapse; 57+yrs. old; wood 
structure; holds human waste; contact 
Agriculture for more info. 

Cross Creek CG Storage - 

CRSCKCGTI/RIO Grande Nat’) Forest 

6.2 Miles SW on NFSR 20 from Intersection 
W/Hwy 160 

South Fork CO 81154 

Landholding Agency: Agriculture 

Property Number: 15201430025 

Status: Unutilized 

Comments: Off-site removal; removal may 
cause bldg. to collapse; 54+yrs. old; wood 
structure; holds human waste; habitation 
longer than 14 days prohibited; contact 
Agriculture for more Info. 


Lower Beaver CG Toilet 3 

LBEAVCGT3/Rio Grande Nat’! Forest 

3 Miles SW on NFSR 20 from Intersection w/ 
Hwy 160 

South Fork CO 81154 

Landholding Agency: Agriculture 

Property Number: 15201430026 

Status: Unutilized 

Comments: Off-site removal; 53+yrs. old; 
wood structure; human waste; habitation 
beyond 14 days prohibited; contact 
Agriculture for more info. 

Bristol View GS Pit Toilet # 

1103 Rio Grande Nat’] Forest 

3.5 Miles Won NFSR 520 from intersection 
w/Hwy 149 

Creede CO 81130 

Landholding Agency: Agriculture 

Property Number: 15201430027 

Status: Unutilized 

Comments: Off-site removal; 79+ years old; 
wood structure; site has restricted access; 
contact Agriculture for more information. 


Lower Beaver CG Toilet 2 

#LBEAVCGT2 Rio Grande Nat’! Forest 

3 Miles SW on NFSR 20 from intersection w/ 
Hwy 160 

South Fork CO 81154 

Landholding Agency: Agriculture 

Property Number: 15201430028 

Status: Unutilized 

Comments: Off-site removal; 53+ years old; 
wood structure; human waste; habitation 
beyond 14 days prohibited; contact 
Agriculture for more information. 


Lobo Overlook Toilet 

#LBOVLKT1/Rio Grande Nat’] Forest 

Lobo Overlook 3 Miles Northerly of NFSR 
402 from intersection w/Hwy 160 

South Fork CO 81154 

Landholding Agency: Agriculture 

Property Number: 15201430029 

Status: Unutilized 

Comments: Off-site removal; 50+ years old; 
wood structure; human waste; habitation 
beyond 14 days prohibited; contact 
Agriculture for more information. 

Michigan 

Sleeping Bear Dunes National 

Lakeshore-Carmichael House 

6234 S. Dune Highway 

Empire MI 49630 

Landholding Agency: GSA 

Property Number: 54201430013 

Status: Excess 

GSA Number: 1—I—-MI-0702—AB 
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Comments: Off-site removal only; 2,253 sq.; 
100+yrs.-old; average condition; wood 
structure type; lead-based paint; contact 
GSA for more information. 

Pennsylvania 

Tract 01-116, Ranger Residence 

3440 National Pike (US Route 40) 

Farmington PA 15437 

Landholding Agency: Interior 

Property Number: 61201430002 

Status: Excess 

Comments: Off-site removal; 1,740 sq.; 
62+yrs.old; extensive deterioration; animal 
infestation; structural warping; lead-based 
paint; asbestos; accessible during bus. hrs.; 
contact Interior for more info. 

Texas 

Building Camper Service 

Restroom 

1901 Skyview Dr. 

Wylie TX 75098 

Landholding Agency: COE 

Property Number: 31201430011 

Status: Excess 

Comments: Off-site removal; 38+years old; 
576 sq.; located in a controlled area; 
removal may be difficult; contact COE for 
more information. 


Land 
California 


San Lorenzo Lot 

Between 15770 and 15794 Connolly Avenue 

San Lorenzo CA 94580 

Landholding Agency: GSA 

Property Number: 54201430014 

Status: Excess 

GSA Number: 9-W-—CA-1703-AA 

Directions: Land holding agency; FAA; 
Disposal; GSA. 

Comments: Approximately 0.116 acres; 
contact GSA for more information. 


Unsuitable Properties 


Building 
California 


Building 326 

LLNL Site 200, On the SW quadrant off of 

Second St. 

Livermore CA 94550 

Landholding Agency: Energy 

Property Number: 41201430009 

Status: Excess 

Comments: Public access denied & no 
alternative w/out compromising Nat’! Sec. 

Reasons: Secured Area 

Building 444 

LLNL Site 200, On the SE quadrant off of 
South Inner Loop 

Livermore CA 94550 

Landholding Agency: Energy 

Property Number: 41201430010 

Status: Excess 

Comments: Public access denied & no 
alternative w/out compromising Nat’ Sec. 

Reasons: Secured Area 

Building 292 

LLN Site 200, On the NW quadrant off of 

Avenue B 

Livermore CA 94550 

Landholding Agency: Energy 

Property Number: 41201430011 

Status: Excess 


Comments: Public access denied & no 
alternative w/out compromising Nat’! Sec. 

Reasons: Secured Area 

Building 856 

LLNL Site 300, 4 mils SW of Interstate 580 

on Corral Hollow Rd. 

Tracy CA 95376 

Landholding Agency: Energy 

Property Number: 41201430012 

Status: Excess 

Comments: Public access denied & no 
alternative w/out compromising Nat’] Sec. 

Reasons: Secured Area 

Building 443 

LLNL Site 200, On the SE quadrant off of 
South Inner Loop 

Livermore CA 94550 

Landholding Agency: Energy 

Property Number: 41201430013 

Status: Excess 

Comments: Public access denied & no 
alternative w/out compromising Nat'l Sec. 

Reasons: Secured Area 

Building 60014; San Clemente Island 

Naval Base Coronado; P.O. Box 357040 

San Diego CA 92135-7040 

Landholding Agency: Navy 

Property Number: 77201430016 

Status: Unutilized 

Comments: Property located within an 
Airport runway clear zone. 

Reasons: Within airport runway clear zone 

Pennsylvania 

Former Antenna Test Site 

Philadelphia Navy Yard Annex 

Philadelphia PA 

Landholding Agency: Navy 

Property Number: 77201430015 

Status: Unutilized 

Directions: Includes bldg. 1091 & approx. 
0.595 acres parcel 

Comments: Public access denied and no 
alters. W/out compromising nat’] sec. 

Reasons: Secured Area 


[FR Doc. 2014-23275 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210-67-P 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


[Docket No. FR-5807—N-03] 


Final Fair Market Rents for the Housing 
Choice Voucher Program and 
Moderate Rehabilitation Single Room 
Occupancy Program Fiscal Year 2015 


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Policy Development and 
Research, HUD. 

ACTION: Notice of Final Fiscal Year (FY) 
2015 Fair Market Rents (FMRs). 





SUMMARY: Section 8(c)(1) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (USHA) 
requires the Secretary to publish FMRs 
periodically, but not less than annually, 
adjusted to be effective on October 1 of 
each year. This notice publishes the 
final FY 2015 FMRs for programs 
operating under Section 8 of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (The Act) or 


directed to use FMRs as calculated 
under Section 8 of the act. Currently the 
programs operating under Section 8 of 
the act are the Housing Choice Voucher, 
the Moderate Rehabilitation, and the 
project-based voucher programs. 
Additionally, based on Section 210 of 
Division L, Title II of the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act, 2014, Public 
Housing Authorities administering 
Public Housing must use these FMRs in 
calculating Flat Rents for public 
housing. Today’s notice provides final 
FY 2015 FMRs for all areas that reflect 
the estimated 40th and 50th percentile 
rent levels trended to April 1, 2015. The 
FY 2015 FMRs are based on 5-year, 
2008-2012 standard quality rents 
collected by the American Community 
Survey (ACS). These 5-year rents are 
updated by one-year recent-mover 2012 
ACS rents. HUD uses the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) rent and utility 
indexes to further update the data from 
2012 to the end of 2013. HUD continues 
to use ACS data in different ways 
according to the statistical reliability of 
rent estimates for areas of different 
population sizes and counts of rental 
units. 

The final FY 2015 FMRs in this notice 
have no methodology changes. HUD 
continues to use the Puerto Rico 
Community Survey (PRCS) data (the 
PRCS is a part of the ACS program) and 
the Consumer Price Index data 
calculated specifically for Puerto Rico, 
as it first did for the FY 2014 FMRs. 
HUD also continues to adjust the FMRs 
for Puerto Rico based on validated 
information related to utility rates, 
which have not shown up in the gross 
rent or CPI data. The trend factor, 
applied to all FMR areas, is the average 
annual change in national gross rents 
between 2007 and 2012. 

The final FY 2015 FMR areas use the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) metropolitan area definitions as 
updated through December 1, 2009 and 
include HUD modifications that were 
first used in the determination of FY 
2006 FMR areas. The February 28, 2013 
update to the OMB metropolitan area 
definitions are not been incorporated in 
the FY 2015 FMRs process due to the 
timing of the release and the availability 
of ACS data. HUD will work toward 
incorporating these new area definitions 
into the Proposed FY 2016 FMRs. The 
Department hopes to provide more 
implementation details in an 
anticipated publication in January 2015. 

The January 2015 notice will also 
discuss and solicit comments on several 
topics related to the calculation of 
FMRs, including the implementation of 
the February 28, 2013 OMB 
Metropolitan Area Definitions and 
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possible measures the Department is 
considering that would reduce the 
concentration of Section 8 voucher 
tenants. For example, HUD is evaluating 
alternatives to the current 50th 
percentile FMR program whose purpose 
was to mitigate excessive geographic 
concentration of voucher tenants. HUD 
will solicit comments to determine 
interest in a program that is based on 
different measures for determining how 
many and which areas would receive 
special FMRs to encourage 
deconcentration, as well as on 
alternative FMR-based tools for 
promoting deconcentration such as 
Small Area FMRs estimated at the ZIP 
code level. 

The final FY 2015 notice updates the 
FMRs for Bennington, Windham, and 
Windsor counties in Vermont to 
incorporate the results of surveys 
received after publication of the 
proposed FY 2015 FMRs. These surveys 
result in increases for all three 
nonmetropolitan counties. 

DATES: Effective Date: The FMRs 
published in this notice are effective on 
October 1, 2014. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
technical information on the 
methodology used to develop FMRs or 
a listing of all FMRs, please call the 
HUD USER information line at 800- 
245-2691 or access the information on 
the HUD USER Web site http:// 
www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/ 
fmr.html. FMRs are shown at the 40th 
or 50th percentile in Schedule B. For 
informational purposes, 40th percentile 
recent-mover rents for the areas with 
50th percentile FMRs will be provided 
in the HUD FY 2015 FMR 
documentation system at http:// 
www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr/ 
fmrs/docsys.html&data=fmr15 and 50th 
percentile rents for all FMR areas will 
be published at http:// 
www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/ 
50per.html after publication of final FY 
2015 FMRs. 

Questions related to use of FMRs or 
voucher payment standards should be 
directed to the respective local HUD 
program staff. For flat rent questions, 
please contact Todd Thomas, Acting 
Director of the Public Housing 
Management and Occupancy Division of 
the Public Housing Office at 202—708- 
5849. Questions on how to conduct 
FMR surveys or concerning further 
methodological explanations may be 
addressed to Marie L. Lihn or Peter B. 
Kahn, Economic and Market Analysis 
Division, Office of Economic Affairs, 
Office of Policy Development and 
Research, telephone 202—402—2409. 
Persons with hearing or speech 


impairments may access this number 
through TTY by calling the toll-free 
Federal Relay Service at 800-877-8339. 
(Other than the HUD USER information 
line and TDD numbers, telephone 
numbers are not toll-free.) 


Electronic Data Availability: This 
Federal Register notice is available 
electronically from the HUD User page 
at http://www.huduser.org/datasets/ 
fmr.html. Federal Register notices also 
are available electronically from http:// 
www.gpoaccess.gov/fr/index.html, the 
U.S. Government Printing Office Web 
site. Complete documentation of the 
methodology and data used to compute 
each area’s final FY 2015 FMRs is 
available at http://www.huduser.org/ 
portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/ 
docsys.html&data=fmr15. Final FY 2015 
FMRs are available in a variety of 
electronic formats at http:// 
www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/ 
fmr.html. FMRs may be accessed in PDF 
format as well as in Microsoft Excel. A 
new HUD User page has been developed 
for Small Area FMRs and those based on 
final FY 2015 Metropolitan Area Rents 
and historical versions of this data will 
be on this site, with a link from the FMR 
page of HUD User http:// 
www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/ 
fmr.html. Please note that these Small 
Area FMRs are for reference only, 
except where they are used by public 
housing authorities (PHAs) participating 
in the Small Area FMR demonstration. 
With approval from the Housing 
Voucher Management Division of the 
Office of Public and Indian Housing 
(PIH) these Small Area FMRs may be 
used in the process of determining 
exception payment standards. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
I. Background 


Section 8 of the USHA (42 U.S.C. 
1437f) authorizes housing assistance to 
aid lower-income families in renting 
safe and decent housing. Housing 
assistance payments are limited by 
FMRs established by HUD for different 
geographic areas. In the HCV program, 
the FMR is the basis for determining the 
“payment standard amount” used to 
calculate the maximum monthly 
subsidy for an assisted family (see 24 
CFR 982.503). In general, the FMR for 
an area is the amount that would be 
needed to pay the gross rent (shelter 
rent plus utilities) of privately owned, 
decent, and safe rental housing of a 
modest (non-luxury) nature with 
suitable amenities. In addition, all rents 
subsidized under the HCV program 
must meet reasonable rent standards. 
HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR 888.113 


require it to establish 50th percentile 
FMRs for certain areas. 


II. Procedures for the Development of 
FMRs 


Section 8(c)(1) of the USHA requires 
the Secretary of HUD to publish FMRs 
periodically, but not less frequently 
than annually. Section 8(c)(1) states, in 
part, as follows: 

Proposed fair market rentals for an area 
shall be published in the Federal Register 
with reasonable time for public comment and 
shall become effective upon the date of 
publication in final form in the Federal 
Register. Each fair market rental in effect 
under this subsection shall be adjusted to be 
effective on October 1 of each year to reflect 
changes, based on the most recent available 
data trended so the rentals will be current for 
the year to which they apply, of rents for 
existing or newly constructed rental dwelling 
units, as the case may be, of various sizes and 
types in the market area suitable for 
occupancy by persons assisted under this 
section. 


HUD’s regulations at 24 CFR part 888 
provide that HUD will develop 
proposed FMRs, publish them for public 
comment, provide a public comment 
period of at least 30 days, analyze the 
comments, and publish final FMRs. (See 
24 CFR 888.115.) For FY 2015 FMRs, 
HUD has considered all comments 
submitted in response to its August 15, 
2014 (78 FR 47339) proposed FY 2015 
FMRs but its responses are posted on its 
Web site because of the time required to 
publish this notice. 

In addition, HUD’s regulations at 24 
CFR 888.113 set out procedures for HUD 
to assess whether areas are eligible for 
FMRs at the 50th percentile. Minimally 
qualified areas 1 are reviewed each year 
unless not eligible to be reviewed. Areas 
that currently have 50th percentile 
FMRs are evaluated for progress in 
voucher tenant concentration after three 
years in the program. Continued 
eligibility is determined using HUD 
administrative data that show levels of 
voucher tenant concentration. The 
levels of voucher tenant concentration 
must be above 25 percent and show a 
decrease in concentration since the last 
evaluation. At least 85 percent of the 
voucher units in the area must be 
reported for a determination on the 


1 As defined in 24 CFR 888.113(c), a minimally 
qualified area is an area with at least 100 Census 
tracts where 70 percent or fewer of the Census tracts 
with at least 10 two-bedroom rental units are 
Census tracts in which at least 30 percent of the two 
bedroom rental units have gross rents at or below 
the two bedroom FMR set at the 40th percentile 
rent. This continues to be evaluated with 2000 
Decennial Census information. Although the 5-year 
ACS tract level data is available, HUD plans to 
implement new 50th percentile areas in 
conjunction with the implementation of new OMB 
area definitions. 
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status of a 50th percentile area. Areas 
are not qualified for review if they are 
within the three-year period as a 50th- 
percentile area or have lost 50th- 
percentile status for failure to de- 
concentrate within the last three years. 

In FY 2014 there were 19 areas using 
50th-percentile FMRs. Of these 19 areas, 
13 areas were eligible for evaluation. 





Only four of the 13 areas will continue 
as 50th percentile FMR areas; those nine 
areas that do not continue as 50th 
percentile areas did not show 
measurable deconcentration and will 
not be evaluated for an additional three- 
year period, as required by the 
regulation. An additional six areas that 
failed to deconcentrate as of FY 2012 


will once again become 50th percentile 
FMR areas. 

In summary, there will be 16 50th- 
percentile FMR areas in FY 2015. In 
Schedule B, where all FMRs are listed 
by state and area, an asterisk designates 
the 50th percentile FMR areas. The 
following table lists the FMR areas along 
with the year of their next evaluation. 


FY 2015 50TH-PERCENTILE FMR AREAS AND YEAR OF NEXT REEVALUATION 


Albuquerque, NM MSA 


Chicago-Joliet-Naperville, IL HUD Metro FMR Area 


Fort Lauderdale, FL HUD Metro FMR Area 


SCTaNO UTR ANNES PA esis cess cose bsccspese sevsdes cues ceeen 
Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI MSA ........ 
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD MSA 


Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA MSA 


Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA—NC MSA ...... 


III. Proposed FY 2015 FMRs 


On August 15, 2014 (79 FR 48178), 
HUD published proposed FY 2015 
FMRs with a comment period that 
ended September 15, 2014. HUD has 
considered all public comments 
received and HUD provides responses to 
these comments on the FMR Web site 
http://www. huduser.org/portal/ 
datasets/fmr.html. HUD does not 
specifically identify each commenter, 
but all comments are available for 
review on the Federal Government’s 
Web site for capturing comments on 
proposed regulations and related 
documents (Regulations.gov—http:// 
www.regulations.gov/ 
#!docketDetail;D=HUD-2014-0065). 


IV. FMR Methodology 


This section provides a brief overview 
of the calculation steps for the FY 2015 
FMRs. For complete information on 
how FMR areas are determined by each 
specific FMR area, see the online 
documentation http://www.huduser.org/ 
portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/ 
docsys.html&data=fmr15. 

The FY 2015 FMRs use OMB 
metropolitan area definitions and 
standards that were first used in the FY 
2006 FMRs. OMB changes to the 
metropolitan area definitions through 
December 2009 are incorporated. HUD 
has not incorporated the February 28, 
2013 OMB metropolitan area definition 
changes because the Census Bureau did 
not incorporate these definitions into 
the 2012 ACS tabulations; therefore, the 
FY 2015 area definitions are the same as 
those used in FY 2014. HUD anticipates 
that the new OMB area definitions 
(based on the 2010 decennial Census) 
will replace those based on the 2000 
Census (first incorporated into the FMRs 





with the FY 2006 publication that 
replaced those based on the 1990 
Census) with the FY 2016 proposed 
FMRs. 


A. Base Year Rents 


HUD used special tabulations of 5- 
year ACS data collected between 2008 
through 2012. For FY 2015 FMRs, HUD 
updated the base rents set in FY 2014 
using the 2007-2011 5-year data with 
the 2008-2012 5-year ACS data.* 


HUD historically based FMRs on gross 
rents for recent movers (those who have 
moved into their current residence in 
the last 24 months). However, due to the 
nature of the 5-year ACS data, HUD 
developed a new methodology for 
calculating recent-mover FMRs in FY 
2012. As in FY 2012, HUD assigns all 
areas a base rent which is the estimated 
two-bedroom standard quality 5-year 
gross rent from the ACS.* Because 
HUD’s regulations mandate that FMRs 
represent recent mover gross rents, HUD 
continues to apply a recent mover factor 
to the standard quality base rents 
assigned from the 5-year ACS data. 
Calculation of the recent mover factor is 
described below. 


2 The only difference in survey data between the 
2007-2011 5-year ACS data and the 2008-2012 5- 
year ACS data is the replacement of 2007 survey 
responses with survey responses collected in 2012. 
The 2008, 2009 2010 and 2011 survey responses 
remain intact; however, the weighting placed on 
each survey response is updated by the Census 
Bureau during the process of aggregating the data 
to be as of the final year of the 5-year period. 

3 For areas with a two-bedroom standard quality 
gross rent from the ACS that have a margin of error 
greater than the estimate or no estimate due to 
inadequate sample in the 2012 5-year ACS, HUD 
uses the two-bedroom state non-metro rent for non- 
metro areas. 





peepee: 2018 || Baltimore-Towson, MD HUD Metro FMR Area 2016 
Shia 2018 || Denver-Aurora-Broomfield, CO MSA 2018 
ss hee 2016 || Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT HUD Metro 2018 

FMR Area. 
eoeesqachecs¥s 2018 || Kansas City, MO-KS HUD Metro FMR Area 2018 
seustescenponee 2018 || New Haven-Meriden, CT HUD Metro FMR Area 2016 
2016 || Richmond, VA HUD Metro FMR Area 2016 
tahoe oh 2018 || Tacoma, WA HUD Metro FMR Area 2018 
2018 || West Palm Beach-Boca Raton, FL HUD Metro FMR 2016 

Area. 


B. Recent Mover Factor 


Following the assignment of the 
standard quality two-bedroom rent 
described above, HUD applies a recent 
mover factor to these rents. The 
calculation of the recent mover factor 
for FY 2015 is similar to the 
methodology used in FY 2014, with the 
only difference being the use of updated 
ACS data. The following describes the 
process for determining the appropriate 
recent mover factor. 

In general, HUD uses the 1 year ACS- 
based two-bedroom recent mover gross 
rent estimate from the smallest 
geographic area encompassing the FMR 
area for which the estimate is 
statistically reliable to calculate the 
recent mover factor.4 HUD calculates 
some areas’ recent mover factors using 
data collected just for the FMR area. 
However, HUD bases other areas’ recent 
mover factor on larger geographic areas 
if this is necessary to obtain statistically 
reliable estimates. For metropolitan 
areas that are sub-areas of larger 
metropolitan areas, the order is FMR 
area, metropolitan area, aggregated 
metropolitan parts of the state, and 
state. Metropolitan areas that are not 
divided into subparts follow a similar 
path from FMR area, to aggregated 
metropolitan parts of the state, to state. 
In nonmetropolitan areas the recent 
mover factor is based on the FMR area, 
aggregated nonmetropolitan parts of the 
state, or if that is not available, on the 
basis of the whole state. HUD calculates 
the recent mover factor as the 
percentage change between the 5-year 


4¥For the purpose of the recent mover factor 
calculation, a statistically reliable estimate occurs 
where the recent mover gross rent has a margin of 
error that is less than the estimate itself. 
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2008-2012 standard quality two- 
bedroom gross rent and the 1-year 2012 
recent mover two-bedroom gross rent for 
the recent mover factor area. HUD does 
not allow recent mover factors to lower 
the standard quality base rent; therefore, 
if the 5-year standard quality rent is 
larger than the comparable 1-year recent 
mover rent, the recent mover factor is 
set to 1. The process for calculating each 
area’s recent mover factor is detailed in 
the FY 2015 Final FMR documentation 
system available at: http:// 
www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr/ 
fmrs/docsys.html&data=fmr15. 
Applying the recent mover factor to the 
standard quality base rent produces an 
“as of’ 2012 recent mover two-bedroom 
base gross rent for the FMR area.® 


C. Other Rent Survey Data 


HUD does not use the ACS as the base 
rent or recent mover factor for 16 areas 
where the FY 2015 FMR was adjusted 
based on survey data collected in late 
2012, 2013, or 2014. PHAs conducted 
surveys for the following areas: 
Bennington County, VT, Hood River 
County, OR, Oakland, CA, Santa 
Barbara, CA, Stamford, CT, Windham 
County, VT, and Windsor County, VT, 
while HUD conducted surveys for 
Burlington, VT, Cheyenne, WY, 
Danbury, CT, Flagstaff, AZ, Mountrail 





Utility Adjustment 


G. Bedroom Rent Adjustments 


HUD calculates the primary FMR 
estimates for two-bedroom units. This is 
generally the most common sized rental 
unit and, therefore, the most reliable to 
survey and analyze. Formerly, after each 
decennial Census, HUD calculated rent 
relationships between two-bedroom 
units and other unit sizes and used 
them to set FMRs for other units. HUD 
did this because it is much easier to 
update two-bedroom estimates annually 
and to use pre-established cost 
relationships with other unit bedroom 
counts than it is to develop independent 
FMR estimates for each unit bedroom 
count. When calculating FY 2013 FMRs, 
HUD updated the bedroom ratio 
adjustment factors using 2006-2010 5- 
year ACS data using similar 
methodology to what was implemented 
when calculating bedroom ratios using 
2000 Census data to establish rent 


5 The Bureau of the Census does not collect the 
ACS data in the Pacific Islands (Guam, Northern 
Marianas and American Samoa) or the US Virgin 
Islands. As part of the 2010 Decennial Census, the 


County, ND, Odessa, TX, Rochester, 
MN, Ward County, ND, and Williams 
County, ND. HUD has no funds to 
conduct surveys of FMR areas, and so 
all future surveys must be paid for by 
the PHAs. 


D. Updates From 2012 to 2013 


HUD updates the ACS-based “as of” 
2012 rent through the end of 2013 using 
the annual change in CPI from 2012 to 
2013. As in previous years, HUD uses 
Local CPI data coupled with Consumer 
Expenditure Survey (CEX) data for FMR 
areas with at least 75 percent of their 
population within Class A metropolitan 
areas covered by local CPI data. HUD 
uses Census region CPI data for FMR 
areas in Class B and C size metropolitan 
areas and nonmetropolitan areas 
without local CPI update factors. 
Additionally, HUD is using CPI data 
collected locally in Puerto Rico as the 
basis for CPI adjustments from 2012 to 
2013 for all Puerto Rico FMR areas. 
Following the application of the 
appropriate CP] update factor, HUD 
converts the ‘“‘as of’ 2013 CPI adjusted 
rents to ‘‘as of’ December 2013 rents by 
multiplying each rent by the national 
December 2013 CPI divided by the 
national annual 2013 CPI value. 


ratios. The bedroom ratios used in the 
calculation of FY 2015 FMRs remain the 
2006-2010 based ratios applied to the 
two-bedroom FMR computed from the 
2012 ACS data. 


HUD established bedroom interval 
ranges based on an analysis of the range 
of such intervals for all areas with large 
enough samples to permit accurate 
bedroom ratio determinations. These 
ranges are: Efficiency (zero-bedroom) 
FMRs are constrained to fall between 
0.59 and 0.81 of the two-bedroom FMR; 
one-bedroom FMRs must be between 
0.74 and 0.84 of the two-bedroom FMR; 
three-bedroom FMRs must be between 
1.15 and 1.36 of the two-bedroom FMR; 
and four-bedroom FMRs must be 
between 1.24 and 1.64 of the two- 
bedroom FMR. (The maximums for the 
three-bedroom and four-bedroom FMRs 
are irrespective of the adjustments 
discussed in the next paragraph.) HUD 


Census Bureau conducted a “long-form” sample 
surveys for these areas. These data were not 
released in time to be included in FY 2015 FMRs. 
Therefore, HUD uses the national change in gross 


E. Trend From 2013 to 2015 


As in FY 2014, HUD continues to 
calculate the trend factor as the 
annualized change in median gross 
rents as measured across the most recent 
5 years of available 1-year ACS data. 
The national median gross rent in 2007 
was $789 and $884 in 2012. The overall 
change between 2007 and 2012 is 12.04 
percent and the annualized change is 
2.30 percent. Over a 15-month time 
period, the effective trend factor is 2.883 
percent. HUD applies this trend factor to 
the “as of” December 2013 rents to 
produce FMRs that correspond to the 
middle of the 2015 fiscal year. 


F. Puerto Rico Utility Adjustments 


The gross rent data from the 2008 to 
2012 Puerto Rico Community Survey 
(PRCS) does not include the utility rate 
increases from Commonwealth-owned 
utility companies from last year that 
were submitted as part of the comments 
from Puerto Rico housing agencies. 
HUD included additional utility values 
in the final FY 2014 FMRs to account 
for these changes in Puerto Rico and 
these utility adjustments are continued 
for all areas of Puerto Rico in the FY 
2015 FMRs. 

The table below shows the fixed 
amounts that are added to the Puerto 
Rico FMRs by bedroom count. 






4—Bedroom 


adjusts bedroom rents for a given FMR 
area if the differentials between unit 
bedroom-count FMRs were inconsistent 
with normally observed patterns (i.e., 
efficiency rents are not allowed to be 
higher than one-bedroom rents and four- 
bedroom rents are not allowed to be 
lower than three-bedroom rents). The 
bedroom ratios for Puerto Rico follow 
these constraints. 


HUD further adjusts the rents for 
three-bedroom and larger units to reflect 
HUD’s policy to set higher rents for 
these units than would result from using 
unadjusted market rents. This 
adjustment is intended to increase the 
likelihood that the largest families, who 
have the most difficulty in leasing units, 
will be successful in finding eligible 
program units. The adjustment adds 8.7 
percent to the unadjusted three- 
bedroom FMR estimates and adds 7.7 
percent to the unadjusted four-bedroom 


rents, measured between 2011 and 2012 to update 
last year’s FMRs for these areas. 
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FMR estimates. The FMRs for unit sizes 
larger than four bedrooms are calculated 
by adding 15 percent to the four- 
bedroom FMR for each extra bedroom. 
For example, the FMR for a five- 
bedroom unit is 1.15 times the four- 
bedroom FMR, and the FMR for a six- 
bedroom unit is 1.30 times the four- 
bedroom FMR. FMRs for single-room 
occupancy units are 0.75 times the 
efficiency FMR. 

For low-population, nonmetropolitan 
counties with small or statistically 
insignificant 2006-2010 5-year ACS 
recent-mover rents, HUD uses state non- 
metropolitan data to determine bedroom 
ratios for each unit bedroom count. 
HUD made this adjustment to protect 
against unrealistically high or low FMRs 
due to insufficient sample sizes. 


V. Manufactured Home Space Surveys 


The FMR used to establish payment 
standard amounts for the rental of 
manufactured home spaces (pad rentals 
including utilities) in the HCV program 
is 40 percent of the FMR for a two- 
bedroom unit. HUD will consider 
modification of the manufactured home 
space FMRs where public comments 
present statistically valid survey data 
showing the 40th-percentile 
manufactured home space rent 
(including the cost of utilities) for the 
entire FMR area. 

All approved exceptions to these rents 
based on survey data that were in effect 
in FY 2014 were updated to FY 2015 
using the same data used to estimate the 
HCV program FMRs. If the result of this 
computation was higher than 40 percent 
of the new two-bedroom rent, the 
exception remains and is listed in 
Schedule D. The FMR area definitions 
used for the rental of manufactured 
home spaces are the same as the area 
definitions used for the other FMRs. No 
additional exception requests were 
received in the comments to the FY 
2015 Proposed FMRs. 


VI. Small Area Fair Market Rents 


Small Area Fair Market Rents 
(SAFMRs) are used as part of a court 
settlement by all public housing 
authorities (PHAs) in the Dallas, TX 
HMFA. They are also used as part of 
HUD’s demonstration program for five 
PHAs the Housing Authority of the 
County of Cook (IL), the City of Long 
Beach (CA) Housing Authority, the 
Chattanooga (TN) Housing Authority, 
the Town of Mamaroneck (NY) Housing 
Authority, and the Laredo (TX) Housing 
Authority. These FMRs are listed in the 
Schedule B addendum. 

SAFMRs are calculated using a rent 
ratio determined by dividing the median 
gross rent across all bedrooms for the 


small area (a ZIP code) by the similar 
median gross rent for the metropolitan 
area of the ZIP code. This rent ratio is 
multiplied by the current two-bedroom 
rent for the entire metropolitan area 
containing the small area to generate the 
current year two-bedroom rent for the 
small area. In small areas where the 
median gross rent is not statistically 
reliable, HUD substitutes the median 
gross rent for the county containing the 
ZIP code in the numerator of the rent 
ratio calculation. For FY 2015 SAFMRs, 
HUD continues to use the rent ratios 
developed in conjunction with the 
calculation of FY 2013 FMRs based on 
2006-2010 5-year ACS data.® 


VII. Public Comments Overview of 
Comments 


A. Overview 


A total of 64 comments were received 
and posted on the regulations.gov site 
(http://www.regulations.gov/ 
#!docketDetail;D=HUD-2014-0065), 
which is also linked on the HUD User 
FMR page http://www.huduser.org/ 
portal/datasets/fmr.html. Most 
comments contested FMR reductions 
compared with the FY 2014 FMRs and 
some contested reductions in FMRs over 
several years. None of these commenters 
provided a statistically valid survey of 
rents that could be used to adjust the FY 
2015 FMR. While the timing between 
proposed and final was short, only one 
commenter announced its intention to 
conduct a rent survey, but did not file 
a formal comment. Several commenters 
who did not experience a reduction in 
FY 2015 FMRs complained about the 
small increase in light of rental market 
conditions for their area. And some 
nonmetropolitan areas were concerned 
with the large increases and decreases 
that the ACS data provides. 

A significant proportion of the 
comments opposed the use of FMRs in 
the calculation of public housing flat 
rents. While FMRs are used in other 
HUD programs, the methodology used 
in determining FMRs and the 
publication of FMRs for comment is 
primarily in support of the Section 8 
Housing Choice Voucher program. 
Other HUD programs must rely on the 
current FMR methodology. The 
adjustment of flat rents by FMRs is an 
issue for the program staff in the 


®6 HUD has provided numerous detailed accounts 
of the calculation methodology used for Small Area 
Fair Market Rents. Please see our Federal Register 
notice of April 20, 2011 (76 FR 22125) for more 
information regarding the calculation methodology. 
HUD’s Final FY 2015 FMR documentation system 
available at (http://www.huduser.org/portal/ 
datasets/fmr/fmrs/docsys.html&data=fmr1 5) 
contains detailed calculations for each ZIP code 
area in participating jurisdictions. 


Division of Housing Management and 
Occupancy of PIH. 

Decreases of any level in the FMR 
were opposed especially for certain 
HUD programs and other programs that 
use FMRs but do not allow flexibility in 
applying FMRs, such as the Continuum 
of Care program and the Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit program (LIHTC). 
Several comments requested that HUD 
hold the FY 2015 FMRs harmless, that 
is they wanted the FMR to remain at the 
FY 2014 level, or some earlier level if 
it would otherwise be lower. In addition 
to, or instead of, implementing a hold 
harmless policy, several comments 
asked HUD to limit annual increases 
and decreases of FMRs to five percent, 
or at the very least impose a hard floor 
of five percent on decreases. This 
inability to hold FMRs harmless at some 
previously higher level is especially 
difficult for LIHTC landlords and 
developers to understand because no 
such legal prohibition exists for the 
calculation of HUD’s income limits 
which are also used in the rent 
calculation for these units. HUD has 
been able to use such measures in 
constraining income limit increases and 
decreases, but HUD is specifically 
precluded from incorporating these 
changes into the FMR methodology by 
the statutory language governing FMRs 
requiring the use of the most recent 
available data. As stated in previous 
FMR notices, HUD’s Housing Choice 
Voucher program counsel reviewed the 
statutory language governing the 
calculation of FMRs to determine if the 
Department has the authority to 
institute caps and floors on the amount 
the FMRs could change annually. Based 
on this review, HUD’s program counsel 
issued a legal opinion that HUD 
CANNOT impose floors or caps in 
changes in FMRs because this would 
violate the portion of the statute that 
directs HUD to use the most current 
data available. The legal opinion is that 
the statute needs to be changed in order 
for HUD to implement these types of 
caps and floors. No statutory changes 
regarding the use of the most recent 
available data have since been enacted; 
consequently, HUD does not have the 
authority to use a hold harmless policy 
or other policy which would permit 
HUD to impose caps and floors on FMR 
changes. HUD is required to use the 
most recent available data and FMRs 
must increase or decrease based on this 
data. Ignoring decreases or phasing 
decreases or increases in over several 
years would not fully implement FMRs 
based on the most recent available data. 

Comments were received that oppose 
the current methodology used to define 
FMR areas. HUD has not incorporated 
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the new metropolitan area definitions 
released by OMB on February 28, 2013 
for the FY 2015 FMRs, but will begin to 
review how to incorporate these new 
area definitions. 

Several PHAs with lower proposed 
FY 2015 FMRs relative to FY 2014 or 
earlier FMRs requested that HUD 
conduct a survey of rents for their FMR 
areas. As stated in the proposed FY 
2015 FMR Notice, HUD anticipates it 
will have no funds to conduct surveys 
in FY 2015. While one area provided 
data, this data could not be accepted as 
the basis for changing FMRs because it 
did not meet the threshold for 
representativeness and/or statistical 
reliability established for rental survey 
data to be used in FMR determinations. 
HUD may not use data from newspaper 
ads because these do not represent 
actual contracted rents, or rent 
reasonableness studies as these typically 
do not sample units randomly. Other 
data provided may be acceptable, but 
the sources and method of collection 
must be identified. Data must be 
collected randomly and cover the entire 
rental stock including single-family 
units, not just large apartment projects. 
Single family units and smaller 
apartment buildings are an important 
part of the rental market and cannot be 
ignored. HUD did receive notification 
that one PHA in a nonmetropolitan area 
is conducting its own survey and has 
sought guidance from HUD on the 
survey methodology. Any other PHAs 
interested in surveys to support changes 
in FMRs should review section VIII of 
this notice for further information 
regarding acceptable survey 
methodology. 

For areas that are considering 
conducting their own surveys, HUD 
would caution them to explore all no- 
cost options as a means of alleviating 
problems they are having with low 
FMRs. HUD has experience conducting 
surveys in areas with low or no vacancy 
rates and this experience has shown that 
it is extremely difficult to capture 
accurate gross rent levels in tight 
markets. For that reason, HUD provides 
emergency exception payment 
standards up to 135 percent of the FMR 
for the Section 8 voucher program in 
areas impacted by natural resource 
exploration or in presidentially declared 
disaster areas. PHAs interested in 
applying for these emergency payment 
standards should contact their local 
HUD field office. Other programs that 
use FMRs will have to pursue similar 
strategies such as exception payment 
standards or hold harmless provisions 
within the statutory and regulatory 
framework governing those programs. 





B. Issues Raised in Comments and HUD 
Responses 


In accordance with 24 CFR 888.115, 
HUD has reviewed the public comments 
that have been submitted by the due 
date and has determined that there are 
no comments with “‘statistically valid 
rental survey data that justify the 
requested changes.”’ HUD’s responses to 
all known comments received by the 
comment due date and a part of the 
notice record http://www.regulations. 
gov/#!docketDetail;D=HUD-2014-0065 
are located at http://www.huduser.org/ 
portal/datasets/fmr.html. 


VIII. Rental Housing Surveys 


In 2011, HUD solicited bidders to 
study the methodology used to conduct 
local area surveys of gross rents to 
determine if the Random Digit Dialing 
(RDD) methodology could be improved 
upon. The Department undertook this 
study due to the increasing costs and 
declining response rates associated with 
telephone surveys. Furthermore, the 
advent of the 1-year ACS limits the need 
for surveys in large metropolitan areas. 
Based on this research, the Department 
decided that its survey methodology 
should be changed with mail surveys 
being the preferred method for 
conducting surveys, because of the 
lower cost and greater likelihood of 
survey responses. These surveys, 
however, take almost twice as long to 
conduct as prior survey methods took, 
and when response times are most 
critical, the Department may choose to 
conduct random digit dialing surveys as 
well, as the budget permits. 
Unfortunately, the anticipated budget 
does not permit HUD to conduct any 
surveys in FY 2015. The methodology 
for both types of surveys along with the 
survey instruments is posted on the 
HUD USER Web site, at the bottom of 
the FMR page in a section labeled Fair 
Market Rent Surveys at: http:// 
www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/ 
fmr.html 

Other survey methodologies are 
acceptable in providing data to support 
comments if the survey methodology 
can provide statistically reliable, 
unbiased estimates of the gross rent. 
Survey samples should preferably be 
randomly drawn from a complete list of 
rental units for the FMR area. If this is 
not feasible, the selected sample must 
be drawn to be statistically 
representative of the entire rental 
housing stock of the FMR area. Surveys 
must include units at all rent levels and 
be representative of structure type 
(including single-family, duplex, and 
other small rental properties), age of 
housing unit, and geographic location. 


The 2008-2012 5-year ACS data should 
be used as a means of verifying if a 
sample is representative of the FMR 
area’s rental housing stock. 


Most surveys cover only one- and 
two-bedroom units, which has statistical 
advantages because these are generally 
the most abundant rental units in an 
area. However in nonmetropolitan areas 
and some metrolitan areas, three- 
bedroom units are also surveyed 
because there are significant rental units 
at this size in the FMR area. If the 
survey is statistically acceptable, HUD 
will estimate FMRs for other bedroom 
sizes using ratios based on the 2006— 
2010 5-year ACS data. A PHA or 
contractor that cannot obtain the 
recommended number of sample 
responses after reasonable efforts should 
consult with HUD before abandoning its 
survey; in such situations, HUD may 
find it appropriate to relax normal 
sample size requirements. 


HUD will consider increasing 
manufactured home space FMRs where 
public comment demonstrates that 40 
percent of the two-bedroom FMR is not 
adequate. In order to be accepted as a 
basis for revising the manufactured 
home space FMRs, comments must 
include a pad rental survey of the 
mobile home parks in the area, identify 
the utilities included in each park’s 
rental fee, and provide a copy of the 
applicable public housing authority’s 
utility schedule. 


As stated earlier in this Notice, HUD 
is required to use the most recent data 
available when calculating FMRs. 
Therefore, in order to re-evaluate an 
area’s FMR, HUD requires more current 
rental market data than the 2012 ACS. 


VIII. Environmental Impact 


This Notice involves the 
establishment of fair market rent 
schedules, which do not constitute a 
development decision affecting the 
physical condition of specific project 
areas or building sites. Accordingly, 
under 24 CFR 50.19(c)(6), this Notice is 
categorically excluded from 
environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321). 

Accordingly, the Fair Market Rent 
Schedules, which will not be codified in 
24 CFR part 888, are proposed to be 
amended as shown in the Appendix to 
this notice: 
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Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Katherine M. O’Regan, 


Assistant Secretary for Policy Development 
and Research. 


Fair Market Rents for the Housing 
Choice Voucher Program 


Schedules B and D—General 
Explanatory Notes 


1. Geographic Coverage 


a. Metropolitan Areas—Most FMRs 
are market-wide rent estimates that are 
intended to provide housing 
opportunities throughout the geographic 
area in which rental-housing units are 
in direct competition. HUD is using the 
metropolitan CBSAs, which are made 
up of one or more counties, as defined 
by the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB), with some 
modifications. HUD is generally 
assigning separate FMRs to the 
component counties of CBSA 
Micropolitan Areas. 

b. Modifications to OMB Definitions— 
Following OMB guidance, the 
estimation procedure for the FY 2015 
Final FMRs incorporates the OMB 
definitions of metropolitan areas based 
on the CBSA standards as implemented 
with 2000 Census data updated through 
December 1, 2009, but makes 
adjustments to the definitions to 
separate subparts of these areas where 
FMRs or median incomes would 
otherwise change significantly if the 
new area definitions were used without 
modification. In CBSAs where subareas 
are established, it is HUD’s view for 
programmatic purposes that the 
geographic extent of the housing 
markets are not yet the same as the 


geographic extent of the CBSAs, but 
may become so in the future as the 
social and economic integration of the 
CBSA component areas increases. 
Modifications to metropolitan CBSA 
definitions are made according to a 
formula as described below. 

Metropolitan area CBSAs (referred to 
as MSAs) may be modified to allow for 
subarea FMRs within MSAs based on 
the boundaries of old FMR areas (OF As) 
within the boundaries of new MSAs. 
(OFAs are the FMR areas defined for the 
FY 2005 FMRs. Collectively they 
include 1999-definition MSAs/Primary 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (PMSAs), 
metro counties deleted from 1999- 
definition MSAs/PMSAs by HUD for 
FMR purposes, and counties and county 
parts outside of 1999-definition MSAs/ 
PMSAs referred to as nonmetropolitan 
counties.) Subareas of MSAs are 
assigned their own FMRs when the 
subarea 2000 Census Base Rent differs 
by at least 5 percent from (i.e., is at most 
95 percent or at least 105 percent of) the 
MSA 2000 Census Base Rent, or when 
the 2000 Census Median Family Income 
for the subarea differs by at least 5 
percent from the MSA 2000 Census 
Median Family Income. MSA subareas, 
and the remaining portions of MSAs 
after subareas have been determined, are 
referred to as HUD Metro FMR Areas 
(HMFAs) to distinguish these areas from 
OMB’s official definition of MSAs. 

The specific counties and New 
England towns and cities within each 
state in MSAs and HMFAs are listed in 
Schedule B. 


2. Bedroom Size Adjustments 


Schedule B shows the FMRs for zero- 
bedroom through four-bedroom units. 


The Schedule B addendum shows Small 
Area FMRs for all PHAs operating using 
Small Area FMRs. The FMRs for unit 
sizes larger than four bedrooms are 
calculated by adding 15 percent to the 
four-bedroom FMR for each extra 
bedroom. For example, the FMR for a 
five-bedroom unit is 1.15 times the four- 
bedroom FMR, and the FMR for a six- 
bedroom unit is 1.30 times the four- 
bedroom FMR. FMRs for single-room- 
occupancy (SRO) units are 0.75 times 
the zero-bedroom FMR. 


3. Arrangement of FMR Areas and 
Identification of Constituent Parts 


a. The FMR areas in Schedule B are 
listed alphabetically by metropolitan 
FMR area and by nonmetropolitan 
county within each state. The exception 
FMRs for manufactured home spaces in 
Schedule D are listed alphabetically by 
state. 


b. The constituent counties (and New 
England towns and cities) included in 
each metropolitan FMR area are listed 
immediately following the listings of the 
FMR dollar amounts. All constituent 
parts of a metropolitan FMR area that 
are in more than one state can be 
identified by consulting the listings for 
each applicable state. 

c. Two nonmetropolitan counties are 
listed alphabetically on each line of the 
non-metropolitan county listings. 

d. The New England towns and cities 
included in a nonmetropolitan county 
are listed immediately following the 
county name. 

BILLING CODE 4210-67-P 


59793 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 








TOs 
6T8 
cS8 
T68 


v68 
878 
TO08 
68 
b68 


OL8 
LL6 
LT8 
T96 
988 


626 
T68 
v68 
568 
S68 


ad 


SFL 
9T8 
9SL 
888 


vL8 
Sz8 
96L 
9¢L 
9bL 


9bL 
994 
OLL 
998 
£88 


998 
9€8 
€88 
OL8 
bes 


ud 


euqtTsns-exXsnuejeN 
2e3S YRIION syueqateg 
eberoyouy 


ALWLS UTQITM WaYW YWA JO Sot QuNoHD 


66S ebb OFF CCC CROTCH EEO RETO EES 
66S SLY ZLP CLV HH CRE EHE TE ETES 
LOS ZIs L8> 0004000 WHS 188 e AN 
S09 ots 68% CeeN ETOCS HERO Eee 
66S 29% 6S% CUS TE CECCE CODE EHO 
66S OS® LbP O08 04 OU Wee Oe OOO 
66S BLP SLB CRON CC REC Ree TOE eR 
66S 60S 8b CUT CIHAHT ODEO TEED OHS 
66S Cb OFF SVC VETOV ECVE COED HES 
66S S0sS b8h CNC CORIO VISTO 
66S €bP zZBE TEEL eee Tee ee 
IT9 00S 06% CREE Ow Oe 0640 W EH ew HSNO 
66S £94 09% COKER ROTTS TOOTH SEES 
66S z9% 6S% TStLee eee 
S69 bIS ors O46 ee OREN OWT OSS 

66S 69F 19% CHOCV CCH HOW. sees ww 
66S 00s 8h 610 40.8 ew ewe ewe 088 
66S 9S% €S% eee eT Tee ee ee ee 
OL9 66% 26% TERT TOLER 

c Gece Gat wa dv 
ASHTEM 
esooTeosny, ‘aTeH ‘auaery 
Azawohjzu0K ‘sepumoyT ‘ozowmtTA ‘ehneqny 
STTGON 
uosTpeK ‘ouo jSsSUTT 
ArueH 
yemMoja 
eTepzspney ‘4rASqToD 
uoqysnoyH ‘easuey 
ueS10q ‘eo0uetMeT 
TTessny 
woyTtyo 
Aqteys ‘aAtelTD “3s ‘uoszezzor ‘Qunota ‘qqtEa 
seq 
unoyTteo 
HLWLS UTYQITM WEYW YWA FO Set zuUNoOD 
tT ddWd 


P8LT PF8hT 
S9E€Z 6202 
beTe = LOLT 
ud bp UAE 


+++ *XODTTM 
*esoodetteL 
*e*e**zequms 


teres soxtg 


soso + ASLO 
“**TTeysren 
*- -obuereN 
see + peur 
“ssuTrTyuerg 


+++ etTqueosg 
+++ +serTred 
*** -ueUIT—TND 
* *u0oqHbutaop 
‘++ -ynoeu09 


++ +*9uanqgeTo 


sian eAIETO 


++ *aayorayD 
“ss°¢geTQng 
‘++ +*anoqieg 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


TZOT O08 
6L0T 0S6 
88z2T P80T 
EOLE SOL 
€cOTtT 8L6 
£86 £88 
bL8 SLL 
9T8 €T8 
LvOT L*8 
9€6 806 
6TET 920T 
T90T 7208 
cVLt Stor 
PEEt GEET 
806 cL8 
qq bp age 


LOOT 
LLET 
66TT 


ad 7c 


809 
LSL 
88L 
ELL 
TTL 
66S 
c79 
609 
sts 
Ss9 
SPL 
66S 
€LL 
€T8 
SZ 


yd Z 


T9L 
8TOT 
9€6 


ad T 


TSOT 
668 
928 
Lz8 
TO08 


T9OT 
ZL8 
88 
0c8 
TSOT 


TotT 
OSOT 
668 
TO8 
£98 


908 

9SOT 
PEOT 
T9OT 
8TEeT 


ud > 


cOS 
eLS 
e395 
cS9 
9LS 
S9F 
8LFh 
LLY 
€6h 
css 
879 
SLY 
zS9 
TO9 
€TS 


aad Tt 


8s9 
6T8 
608 


ud 


078 
€88 
€28 
TLL 
StL 


€88 
698 
9bL 
9¢L 
984 


618 
PL8 
Sts 
9bL 
Sts 


£08 
788 
L98 
T6L 
€crt 


ud € 


T6% 
OS 
879 
b29 
STS 
SEP 
OLE 
PLY 
T9F 
LS% 
2S 
€tP 
S%sS 
L6S 
T6P 


ud 


Steet ee eee eee ern WW 


eee eee ee ee ewe ewe 


66S 
66S 
£09 
6T9 
66S 


66S 
66S 
66S 
66S 
66S 


£04 
009 
66S 
66S 
STS 


66S 
80L 
969 
66S 
cOL 


SNISNOH ONILSIXA wos 


Sos T8th 
SOS T8th 
9b CrP 
68h 98h 
€bvP Ob>F 
SOS T8F 
Té6Ph T8Fh 
eve OvF 
Sos T8P 
SOS T8h 
€bS 8TF 
OLF 00F 
evr OFF 
SOS T8P 
08 LLY 
8hP StF 
€cs 02s 
PTS tts 
Sos T8P 
€v9 v6 
ud tT wa O 
SINTY LaAXUYW 


oee 


aiwa 


“WSW 


‘yBnor0g eUuRTSNs-eysnuejzeH 


ey 


oe 


IW 
settee eee ee ewan Tw 
settee eee seven tw 
mee Ne DEO Ge 

“°° *VWGWH ‘TW 


tee ee WON UW 
cece’ °WHINH AW 


‘syueqateg 
‘ebexzoyouy 


SWaaW YUNA NYLITOdOXLAW 


WASWIW 


****uOqSUTM 
*uojzbutTysem 
- -ebepertteL 
---ydtopuey 
**suexotd 


**s0r1u0HK 
* -uOoTIeHN 
***uOdeN 
*uosyxoer 
"aq qekeg 


"-qreyed 
++ ate 
-""mMeYsSuslrzy 
2+ +++ © pg005 
*“ "ee sFOD 
oe 60.64 *Xeto 
*meqD0YD 
*szequeyo 
“*HOOTING 
“"uTMpTed 


SHILNNOD NWVLITIOdOULANNON 


“*WAWH Tw ‘AQuNOD 7exXTeEM 


tees e¥SN IW 
nN Ne 
Seer eeouon TZ 
tees eyoN Iw 
“""WAWH TW 
tte ee eee eyon Iw 


‘esooTeosny 
‘Xzowmobjuop 
‘STTQOW 
*8TTTAszuny 


‘kqunop Aaruey 


‘uspspey 


‘sTeoUs sTOSNW-souser0TA 


“WAWH IW 


vere “NSH ‘TY 


‘uey od 
4‘anzedeq 
‘snqumt{top 


‘AQuNOD uozLTYyD 


‘z9a00H -weyhbutwatg 


‘ext Tedo-uanqny 


“"""WSW IW ‘’pz10sxO-uoyAstuuy 


SWEaW UNA NVLITOGOXLIN 


Teutd STO? Ad - 


WWaVIw 


@ #INdGsHOS 


1cesS 


ister / Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Not 


Federal Reg 


59794 








TSEeT 
LOTT 
8cTT 
O€eT 


ad *% 


6eTT 
Leet 
OSST 


PELT 
802eT 
S89T 
€Tst 
T9OLT 


SPPT 
8LTT 
SZST 
Z9bT 
97T? 


ud & 


796 
Le6 
veTtt 
Ss0T 


we ¢ 


vT6 
ECeT 
SET 


L8bT 
9eTT 
TLST 
069T 
S9FT 


SOTT 
OS6 

Stet 
LSbT 
€cst 


ad € 


autres 


€9L 
eGLl 
€9L4 
TSZ 


aq c 


vel 
0€8 
6TOT 


P6TT 
v06 
T92T 
LStT 
566 


288 
COL 
9SOT 
€80T 
CLOT 


aq c 


ZSTItTW TZOT 256 

33esuTOCd g00T 958 

ulTOoUTYT ‘UOSsTezFjJer ‘pueTereTD 786 €08 
uepueqgatazad =L97T) «LETT 

‘tysetng ‘Azzdq ‘SYouoT ‘AeuytTNedA GSTT OFOT 

peeyhteid €88 648 

pueTzep g62T 8SO0T 

3ueIn §=6PEOT T98 

UTTHUPIA 96 €08 

uetyseqes ‘prOJMeAID 86 0S8 

uojzbutysem ‘uostpew ‘uojUeq 6F7ZT 6S0T 

ALWLS UTYIM WHAW YWA FO sotqunoD Ud - UAE 
ST9 ee VAR SSS Sieh eee a ae eee znij ejQues 
9SS 9ES FEA OD age Re Phe Ty ears Tee ee Zed eT 
T¥9 eSP mantener age atc SS SORTA Oe SES eee ah weyerp 
009 tes. tees Ee eee ee ee ee as TYyoop 
ad tT ua o SHIINNOD NWLIIOdOULAWNON 
eunxk ThPl 8S2T 

ePUTd SEPT LOZT 

tedeaex OF7T ELTT 

Teutd ‘edootzeW €9SGT 8EET 

SAPYON O8TT 6T0T 

outuos0D TL9T TTET 

HLWLS UTYAIM WEYW UWA FO SetqunoD ud F AGE 
609 €6S soe eserrccsseeces s synaymnsOy-doynA 
8b9 96S oe ene Phy te ee coe ee Trebueim 
ST8 eee Se eRe eee SP Sei ais nTS BAOPI0D-ZSPTeA 
LOOT LS8 ceed 68 OS o 6. 66 8S 2 6:4 2b eo & 2 612 Aembeyxs 
899 799 Aoareeotetas ars ‘+ *zepAH-seTem Jo souTag 
b90T 6TOT SCA ee ees ee er OTe, CeO Aso 
€00T 108 Hace, ices ena cet eave te ene soe eeees somon 
S6L SL9 Sera gielisce i209 /are) $208 86 25S Oe Ret. Ie Om 
POL 799 SP a Sent e ana td ‘cc+ceTnsutTueg Teuey 
b9S 8S ee ee tee SS oe ** *uoobuy-yeuoox 
T68 BSL CREE ESS eRe OR BS Oo 8 9 Ces RE TT PET 
008 BLL SP TRee eet RRP AER RETR B A Han eq To 4st1q 
880T 918 Ee ae Gena 389M sueT INETY 
ud tT uao SHLINNOD NWLITOdOULAWNON 

aOWd 


p9L 
b8S 
Tv9 
ces 
PPL 
929 
S64 
b8S 
€c9 
8e9 
6TL 


ud 2 


ps8 
e278 
96L 
806 
eSL 
€eoTt 


ad Z 


SONISNOH ONILSIXS 


cco 
SbF 
c8F 
ZOOL 
619 
90S 
88S 
€6F% 
O9F 
L8P 
6SS 


ud 


9€0T 
6S8 
O2bT 
£96 


ad 


Lv9 
TL 
o€e9 
GeL 
68S 
Szs 


ud 


TST 
ssert 
8L9T 


ZLST 
ect 
6SLT 
60€T 
PSLT 


€96T 
€SeT 
066T 
CCL 
yOcT 


ad 7 


6LH 
99 
60% 
yT9 
SES 
TSE 
eLy 
T2P 
LSY 
b8h 
06% 


ud 


Scot 
TOs 
OT2T 
S08 


ag. ¢€ 


S09 
68P 
sss 
Z8S 
LLY 
OTL 


ad 


c82T 
Z80T 
9T2T 


ET9T 
vO?CT 
99€T 
£66 

STST 


cS9T 
8PET 
€86T 
SO9T 
6€OT 


aa ¢ 


+++ ++ wanH 
LoL Les 
SPS SLE 
8e8 cz9 
ezS SLY 
wa c¢ agit 
0L8 6L9 
698 eel 
9L6 SEL 
8STT 998 
496 STL 
L60T S26 
6EL £29 
L60T €%8 
CSEL £€6 
ST6 TPL 
SEL SELT 
682T €S6 
ves £02 


aa 2 ta 7 


ce ee 


“"" "WSN AW 
teeter ee ean UW 


‘eueyTeXSL-XL 


‘eueyzexdy 


“XzunoD AA4esutog 


cco SWSH MW “FJINTA Sutd 


°c °° "WHWH UW-SW-NL 


‘styduew 


aw ‘AeBmu0D-YOOM STIIFI YIAON-HYOON STI9T1T 
‘ozoqseuor 
“ccc "wSH UW ‘sButadg 204 
‘Kqunop 3ueirzy 


Sete e eee eee eee eee oor aE UW 


eee 


ves 
8SF 
L6S 
68E 


- 


“YWSW 
“"“"WSH ZW 


eee ee ew eww wwe - 


Sz9 
A) 
€z9 


408 
v69 
pel 
Tes 
€S9 


69L 
489 
L96 
ce8 
66S 


ad o 


YOd SINSTY LAWAWW YIVA 


“"*"“WaWH uw 
“WIWH Uw 


‘AqunoD utpryueszg 


“°*WHWH WO-uW “UQTUS 31709 
‘szeboy-aetepbutads-aTTtTaseq yekeg 


SWSaW UWA NWLITOAOULaN 


. 


SVWSNWWUT 


--oCeaen 
eaeTuesIry 
eee eT re 
*-aeyoedy 


SAHILNNOD NWLITOdOU LENNON 


scr rccsWSW ZW ‘euUMyA 
eS SS NE 


‘WOSONL 


PRES SS SSS Se ZW *3900Ss92g 
ZW ‘eTepue[D-ese_-xtTusoUg 
‘ueubuty-ARTD nseaeH exeT 
vcr ccs oWSW Zw ‘yyeasbeTa 


SWHUY YUNA NWLITOGOULAN 


WNOZIUW 


SSR SORE SG: SANS 8: SRR ERR, 
‘uojduey epem 
“err s*syueqaiteg qysesyynos 


eee eee 


tote e eee eeee ss pygrg 
serrecss *Hanqsraqed 
eeeeeee ‘adots YQI0N 
‘e[nsutusg pue sxeT 
-*Aemaj7ey uextyo3sy 


oe eee 


eeeee 


**neeung 
**souTeH 
**TTeued 
“* Tey zed 


"co *Qseq sueTyneTy 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOXULAWNON 


penutjuoo WsvIW 


Teutd GtTO~@ Ad 


@ SINGSHOS 


59795 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 





688 
88 


'88 
6T8 
588 
v88 
L80T 


b88 
O82 
vIOt 
vOOoT 
ss8 


PEOT 
626 
T26 
208 
S%6 


606 
788 
SOOT 
T9OT 
Szs 


008 
PEOT 
bv6 
ZOOT 
v6L 


ad & 


T98 
Tbl 


OSL 
OSL 
LoL 
SOL 
8es 


LOL 
CSL 
bSL 
p6L 
LOL 


Lek 
LLL 
6PL 
LeLl 
L9L 


LOL 
Lek 
208 
SL8 
c78 


8SL 
T98 
LLL 
bes 
T6L 


ad 


b8S 
b8S 


b8S 
b8S 
b8S 
vss 
yT9 


b8S 
b8S 
b8S 
y8S 
78S 


8S 
b8S 
TO9 
b8S 
pss 


b8S 
b8S 
b8S 
9€9 
b8S 


b8s 
b8S 
bz9 
L6S 
y8S 


ud z 


e6uei9o soscz o0S7z 
BQSOD eBaquoOD ‘epewetTw 9TLZ ETZZ 
eden 99TZ 6512 
SNeETSTUBIS BLGT OSET 
PSoISH FPET B8TIT 
PISPEN FOFHT O8ZT 
seteBuy SOT GPTZ 9Z6T 
sButy 902T LPIT 
ouserig 66€T 66IT 
[etasedwrl <¢zet Zot 
eq3ng@ TST 72P2T 

UuUlSN PLET OCT 


HLWLS UTGITM WeHaW UWA FO SeTRuUNOD Ad F AA CE 


cep 
£6 


cEP 
€9F 
cep 
CED 
6Sb 


SbF 
cSt 
cep 
cee 
cep 


cep 
cer 
8bF 
ceP 
cee 


LLe 
cep 
cee 
€6h 
CED 


cep 
ver 
T9F 
TP 
ced 


ua it 


aoWd 


62 
SSP 


62h 
SSF 
6CF 
62% 
9SF 


€bP 
OS® 
62h 
6th 
6c 


8Tt 
62h 
Sb 
6th 
O6E€ 


SSF 
67h 
6th 
68h 
6cF 


6c 
Tey 
8SFh 
8eF 
60% 


ud 


eee e nee e wee ee oe *Jynzpoom 
eee eee eee eee eee useing urA 
ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ae *au04s 
a8. 42 0 8:62 2 ee ‘rstaas 
eee eee eee eee SEC COSS TSS SOS 
eo em em wm ee ee ww ew eee mews ydtopuey 
SSCVCCcve COs seceeeeereve0d 6 es D - *adog 
eee em eww wee eee we wee ee - ‘exTd 
ee cee 6:O-8 0 OR 4 . *eqtyoeno 
16s tee 0'o 8 C886. 6 OOS Eee SEE OS PPPASN 
rr eee eee ewe ee *@oru0N 
ee CUECESCE OSE SHS *uoTIeK 


TET aTee ee ee ee TVATY eTIatI 
ee ee a eesccces ***90udaTMeT 
Feet eee e eee eee eee eeeee e+ suOsuyon 
Kee eee Sete eee ees e eee cess enzegy 
CeCe e ee eee eee ee ee ee PareMOK 


eee eee eee eee eee "+++ *peaqsduey 


ee ee ee toeee eee ee eogtTng 
ee ee ee ee ee ee ee -+-pyseq 


CU SRECCHCCO EHS SEO S24 4 5-09 qO0FUD 
PRPCHEE ATHLETE O86 S64 8 OS “*'*anog ceo 


SAHIZNNOD NWLITOdOULAWNON 


809T 
S8sT 
SESE 
€76 
6SL 
T88 
bCPT 
L408 
€s8 
8PL 
OL8 
ces 


ud z 


ONISNOH ONILSIXA WOdA SLINAA LEMAWN AIWA 


€87T 
O97T 
bEGL 
Oe%L 
LLS 
TS9 
€OTT 
96S 
9L9 
6LS 
099 
It 


ae ot 


vEOT 
9S6 
br6 


9L8 
O8L 
S€6 
PEeOT 
S8L 


€S6 
788 
rss 
768 
bT8 


608 
688 
vEeoT 
Lv6 
St6 


TULt 
PeoTt 
TZOT 
SZoT 
be6 


O8L 
TT8 
TS8 
LLOT 
0%8 


ud F 


LTTT 
6€0T 
c06 
€8s 
86h 
L¥9 
€T6 
bOS 
609 
SLY 
Les 
bes 


ud 0 


T98 
606 
€28 


89L 
LOL 
€T8 
T98 
f8L 


T98 
LeL 
LOL 
r08 
LOL 


SLL 
T98 
T98 
LeL 
908 


048 
0r8 
T98 
L8L 
008 


PLL 
T6L 
88 
T68 
LEeL 


aa. € 


b8S 
LT9 
ie 


b8S 
b8S 
b8S 
08S 
b8S 


P8S 
o8S 
b8S 
so9 
'8S 


S09 
68S 
b8S 
06S 
so9 


Leg 
b8S 
b8S 
ce9 
609 


v8s 
Log 
58S 
809 
c6S 


ud 


CED 
9G% 
68h 


cep 
cep 
€6F 
€69 
TS? 


cep 
cee 
cep 
Lv 
CEP 


OTS 
ZED 
cEP 
SEP 
OTS 


99% 
ced 
€6P 
LO 
SLY 


€vP 
8S7 
cep 
9G7 
SEP 


ad 


A 
€St 
S8P 


67h 
62 
tLe 
SSP 
8bd 


62b 
624 
62h 
BLE 
LveE 


CLE 
62h 
624 
cep 
CLE 


€6E 
62% 
SSt 
b9F 
CLY 


OFF 
SSb 
Tl? 
6bb 
S€v 


ad 


ceee 


. 


***WAWH wo ‘Aqunop sHhuer0 
*“WAWH WO ‘QuUOWeIqZ-pueTAeO 
CER Vee CV en. we ‘eden 
Ree eee ye. Ve we ‘ORSSPOn 
TEAS RS? OS? ee ‘psodisn 


““WSW WO ‘PTT TYOMOYD-erepeN 
“WHWH WO ‘YWoreg Huo y-setebuy so7 


. 


“WSN WO ‘uezroOd10D-przojsuey 
tees sees eseugn wo ‘ouserg 


sseeseere cyan WS "OERUGD TH 
Ce eesereseres swam WA ‘ootypd 
“WSW WO ‘oueTeqd-pletysrzeyxeg 


SWaHuW YNA NYLITOMOULIN 
VINYOAITYD 


Steet eee eee reece eee eer rag 
Settee eee ee eee sees + sagt 
cece eee eeeseeceses suOTUn 


OL ELEC eee. ee 
BB i Ni tN edith me Ae 
PS ESS ees Se Ore °a8g 
Pee a eee te ee 


ee erecccscces trees sey tog 


EEE SOS SS ee ae Oe 
CEES TV EVES TS Se NS ee 
oeeeeeesret ens +s OGD IUCn 
1S SSO eS OCS Eee Cee 
SESE EELS OES SSeS re 


wee ee eee ee ee ee ee ee gad 
CECE CVC See Gener eo. 
Stet tees ee eee ees suosyoep 
oeeeeseseoes -BEHuepuedepUL 
*-Butadg 2048 


Se ee eee ne ee ere ee 
VSS Sew ee ee eS ee 
SAE ESS CESS Cee we ee ee 
CSS Se SS EE Sree SSeS Yeas 
SSS CSO SOCIO GS Se Te ce 


cee ew woe SELLERS AS: Se ee aap 
CLES EMGE SE SESS SS OT Owe 
EE EES EG LS Se Ue ee 
SEES TLE SS SNS Se eee 
SOE ES SSS eS ee 


SAHILNNOD NYLITOdOALENNON 


penutyuod SVSNVMUVT 


TeutdA GTO?@ Ad - @€ AINAGAHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59796 








‘seThnog ‘zaauaq 
SCLEE <cé60T 
€O€T SsSTT 
9TPT ZLOT 
cree tert 
OT6T O8ST 
L62T f62T 
96ST 82ET 
S9LET TeCt 
Sheet Cvit 
ZC6ST B8OCT 
udp wae 


‘yaaID IPATD 


TPL 
PEL 
tas 
TeT 
LUT 


be6 
T06 
LLL 
GLL 
986 


ud 


ZOTIOL 


oTqend 
PTeM 
eson 
rewTreT 
yzed ‘uoszezzep ‘uTd{tp ‘3rz9q TA 
4platgwoorg ‘asoyqederzy ‘suepy 
oseqd Ia 
zeptnog 
BLIWLS UTURTM WHUYW UWA FO setqzunoD 
$SS ISS ttt treet reese 
229 zzs Le ee 
9€9 ee RAD KE tee a oe 
I 296 Zb8 tel ecdteues a cebacenenk areieenevess é 
I 698 Ite MOTO ea 
€89 979 ee ere ae ear ee eee ee 
BSL 8ZL Ne gay WIRE waa Re ee 
BLS OLS ay WAG e au EOe a SUG are SENS RTS 
ELS 69S SiR: k ee eRe ae Rea ease 
6ZL L8s Ree oe ie ee 

© 4at #40 
eqnx ‘218Q44NnS 
OTORK 
SezreTNL 
ouetos 
utnbeor ues 
eulouos 
znaipd ejues 
ereqied eques 
odstqo stny ues 
ereTO eQueS 
OeqeW ues ‘ODStTOUReTA ues ‘UTAeHW 
obetq ues 
o3tTUueg ues 
Avra ju0ON 
oqusUeTDeS ‘T90eTd ‘operog TH 
outpzeurzeg ues ‘epTSrsaTyY 
eqseus 
eanquey 
ALWLS UTYRTM WaaW ANA FO Set zuNOD 

>’ soWd 


cOeT 
ceTT 
c6ET 
6TeT 
28st 


L96T 
STST 
LSTZ 


ad ¢% 


862T 
6b0T 
CSit 
8tTT 
STET 


969T 
T92T 
ST8T 


aad € 


+ s:< Apa, 
*++noATYSTS 


+66 e880 


**ORe 


cee ee 
ee eee 
eee 


vSPT 
668T 
TZetT 
STT2 
SL9T 
L9EZ 
STATA 
6S72 
TTOZ 
26872 
9BEE 
29bZ 
S922 
62072 
c6LT 
L86T 
O6FT 
98772 


ad 7 


* -OUOW 
Dopuen 


‘uesseq 


**ofAul 
*uusTp 


*esntooD 
* z0peuy 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


822T 
8c9T 
9ETT 
6LLT 
v6ET 
6T0Z 
£97 
TS6T 
6c6T 
TSSZ 
T0082 
TZ0Z 
S88T 
yT8T 
T6¢T 
6Z9T 
Leet 
8PT? 


age 


668 
CEL 
984 
6LL 
€68 


9STT 
9358 
ZEST 


ad z 


osB 

SOTT 
TLL 

LO2eT 
9%6 

OLET 
9SLT 
O9FT 
60ET 
608T 
7907 
O6ET 
6L2T 
veel 
ZTOT 
eSTt 
406 

SSST 


aad zc 


6TL 
09S 
EGF 
S8S 
Zbl 


£68 
699 
966 


aad Tt 


80FT 


697T 
6L9T 
602 
TELL 
SST 


OLeT 
OO9T 
ever 
Z9ST 
OcET 


ad & 


7939 
sts 
Z6S 
¥96 
T2L 
Lv0T 
867T 
8T2T 
Prot 
6TOT 
S€st 
090T 
Sv6 
486 
908 
806 
2ZL 
8STT 


aa t 


8Ss 
C3 
€2s 
T6% 
009 


EZL 
tes 
LS8 


ad 0 


£ObT 


LOTT 
€est 
L66T 
8h6 

SPOT 


LSet 
SLeT 
O€?T 
OO€ET 
6TOT 


ade 


TSS 
LSL 
LLS 
S92 
S09 
868 
eLort 
090T 
LL8 
€T?2T 
9S2T 
$96 
TOL 
648 
949 
88L 
ZOL 
696 


ad 0 


SONISNOH ONILSIXG 


Cre ee eee ee er oe WAWH OD 


“WSWH OD ‘AQunoD 2eTTOL 
We Se S56 Ce oD ‘o[Tqend 
ob oh eres CNRie ey ‘Kapteea9 
“WSW OD ‘UOTROUNL puezH 

‘pueTSAOT-SUTTIOD 470g 


ee 


ee ewww eww wee 


ee eee 


ee 


“WSN OD 


‘WSW OD ‘plTaetymoorg-ez0azny-rsaUSds 
‘sButads opezopop 


Stee e eee reese ssyon OF ‘“reptnog 


SWauav AWA NVLITOdOULAN 


oawaoTtoo 
ZS6 POL Gea. “ress aise: 96.4: Ci8)s sie 2 os < Se ony. 
S8L 08s Be NEE ay hr Seana Lae pe hae eueyoL 
OPOT 694 LSL SoH Cees See ese Tees estes es «CBT ae TE 
ey See. Coane ON EP trap ian Serene weed ee ioe SPpeAoON 
€b9 ZS 89% Soe ee eee e secre esercces es saQnON 
OV8 [z9 tt9 sor eeerccerccccesseres +s sEgOdTIEN 
€S8 0€9 929 CRESTS EOE FFE 66 #008 664 0's 6 oan 
€£6 Z69 0€9 ois aie)(e/18 ian oi 6 ST Ga 14 aint o RV Rice ollaeus Ane sn crrmrey 
SEB LT9 €19 cere cere cee cece cee sees antoON [Tad 
z8B8 669 269 sorcerer eereescrses es es eepTeARTED 
8T8 S09 S6S PEI GO SCEOES GUS SIGS) Or 4a 890-88 wee ee eae 
awd @ wa tT wad Oo SHILNNOD NYLITOdONLINNON 
RDS AR EH IG ARS OO SRO HS ON SS Ow epee ‘fares eqnx 
oer eer weer eee cer er cers r cers seco sesewaney Wy “OTOK 
sete eee cece reece s esos sowon YD “OTTTAIOYIOd-CTTESTA 
coerce rere reece recor esse swan WH ‘pTetgzateg-oleTtTea 
CoC Oo meme reer soot mers or esses e ste Ww MIORYIORS 
settee eee rece eee eesesyon WO ‘eumTeqeg-esoy eqUeS 
PNG Wan pee eat ae “""""CWSH WO ‘STTFaAuoszem-znap eqjues 
cre cece es swOW WD “BIJSTOO-eFIeW SQues-ezeqieg ejues 
SE Eng enone ean WSW WO ‘SeTqou oseq-odstqo stnqI ues 
SOE Od 9 6 FON Vey eee TS) eques-eTeaduuns-ssor ues 
cote eee reece cer eee reser es ena Ww) ‘oosTOURIA ues 
oversee ve eee one WA (BODIE ues-peqsTseD-ofetgq ues 
see reece rcereeres eres cs curren YW 4 Xqunop o4tueg ues 
PERLE S SEER 86:9 6 eNO 8 8 8:0 R RRIEE S Bie 9 9 Ser ereE” tom ‘seutTes 
“°° "*WHIWH WD ‘OTT TAesoy- -spedray-uspay--oRqUuseumerDeS 
cerrrs es sWSN WO ‘OTTeQUO-OCUTPAeUAS UPS-SpTSASATUs 
soe tere ewer ere errr esses crreseecs euro WD ‘Butppey 
SSeS ee Ae ee WSH WD ‘eaAnQUsA-sHYeO PuUeSsSNoyL-przeuxo 
SWaav AWA NVLIITOdOULaN 
penutzuoo VWINWOAITWO 

YOd SLNAY LAMAWVW UIWA Teutda GSto?@ Ad - @ AINGHHOS 


59797 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





uMOQZ SHOOT TOSpuTM 
‘UMOQ IOSPUTM ‘UMOQ PTSTJSAIBYISM ‘UMOQ PAOFAZISH YSOM 

‘umO7 PTSTFINS ‘uMOQ Tosputm yANoCg ‘uMoQ uwoAZbuTyynos 

‘umoj Aanqsuts ’uMO3 TITtH AYOOWN ‘uUMOZQ eT TTAutTeld 

‘aMOQ uUcQBuTMeN ‘UMOQ UTeITIgG MON ‘uMOR YHnor0OQTzeN 

‘uMOQ AS QseyoUeW_ “’UMOQ pueTIzAeH ‘UMOQ prI0FRIACH 

‘umoq Aquezp ‘umo3 Aanquoqse{TH ‘uMoQ woqAbutuzegy ‘uMoQ pTletszug 
7UMOQ IOSPUTM ASeSR ‘uMOQ prOFARAeH ASeA ‘umOQ Aquerzy yAseg 
‘UMOJW UOQURD ’UMOQ UOAHutTiang ‘uMOQ ToORSTAgG ‘UMOQ pTEeTywooTEA 


‘UMOQ UTTASsq ‘UMOQZ WOAY FO SuMOR AQUNOD PAOFRACH GS9T GZPHT 

uMOQ UeUMTSYyg ‘UMOQ pPTEeTyJsHpty 

‘aumoq Butppey ‘UMOZ UMOFZMEN ‘’UNOQ PTEeTJATeg, MON ‘uMoQ Aanqueq 
‘UMO} PTSTJYOOIgG ‘UMOQ TeYyAeG Jo sumoQ ARUNOD PTSTJATeA LEPZ ELET 
UMOQ TOURgS] ‘UMOQ ADQZSSYOTOD Jo sumoq AQuNoD uopuoy MON BFST SOTHT 

umMoy TInqunaL 

‘UMOQZ PIOTAISAAS ‘UMOQ UORTSYS “’UMOR SOAUOW ‘UMOZR PTSTJateg 
‘umo3 UoySseg ‘uUMO} QAOdeHptig jo sumoq ARUNOD PTSTJAFeA BIST ELIT 
ALWLS UTYQTM WaYW UWA JO squeuodwodD ua b Aa Ee 
98 Tos €%9 SLY ZLe CSAES ECE TY CSAS eee eae 
8T6 ST6 £99 ZS EG ORS RE ar errr ay eee yee aa ae xoOTMBpes 
LLST €TSTt “L20T 662 £399 PER pe nk pny oe hee ee 
LOST ZOST L60T 068 199 CP EOLA ESTEE CEN CWO SSS eee 
yLOT €20T 69 €Ts 60S Penne Ss Satay i Mage as ger nig 2. a a 
€96T 9F6T 69FT 980T F248 Oe TERETE ee ae ee ge See ae “"UTyatd 
LIST ZLOT 666 BEL EEL CHESS CCHLECVEVEC CC CETE NETS URS 
£16 ces ergo £6d Ce a oe ese ee ae ae Ye uebsow 
6ETT 876 £99 ces As tari st 3 es: ORS 8 ee a oe eumzejuon 
L86 tos €*9 S6F 26h SEL SEO LES OES VON SOS ee 
LB6 T08 £¢9 bO0S 00S Shey ee eee Ne a aa *uptoouty 
yOST B8r2T T26 OPL S69 Sage Ng eG NE re, nee a er 
PETT TO8 £¢9 SLY Cee ee eae ee ee uoszeD 4Ity 
Lett #T6 PEL s9S cog FORE gp ie eet a nayY Meee = oe eae “uosyoer 
60€T 69TT €S8 LS9 €s9 Pet a ape a ya OR Ne ep eee ae 
toCk LOZT Z98 LE9 €€9 SES SY Se eS See eS See See Ce 
LLOT 666 $69 BLS 19s Sete tere eee eee eee ee ee egOMeIg 
L86 8r6 £79 ZPS 6TS SE SSIES NELOS Ie OV OL ES SOS SS oe LOE 
L86 Les €%9 SLY ZLY ERE LE SCE T EEE TESS CSO YS CS 
TS6 876 £9 2esS eee ey a pce eokt ee BTTt3asoD 
L86 18s €*%9 SL? ZL¥ BVA CSE WANS: CC Oe OS Ce SC ener 
486 Tos £¢9 SL? CLY ees rae face Ment ag a es eae Jueg 
8L0T SSOT 2408 229 8T9 ad ela ee ne) ERG Eee aren 
wp wae wad agit wa «Oo SHIINAOD NWLITOdOXLSNNON 


S w5vd 


POTT 


€8st 
Lett 


€8cr 


ad Zz 


SNISOOH ONILSIXG YOA SLNAA LENUWA UIwa 


8T6 


OLTT 
Ors 


800T 


ad T 


TOOT 
90TZ 
0777 
6eTT 


6E€TT 
S28 
6S8 
6S8 
pLET 


660T 
8L6 
786 
S6%T 
996 


TL8 

SLeT 
6L8T 
OL6T 
OSET 


6€TT 
6S8 
Stet 
L86 
bL8 


ud - 


ZEL 


L20T 


OLL 


608 
SS5% 
998T 
9T8 


bS8 
y08 
TO8 
Tos 
960T 


S60T 
bZ8 
8L6 
€tet 
Les 


cT8 
OOTT 
9ZET 
OSST 
SL6 


S08 
Tos 
SPTT 
8b6 
SsT8 


ud € 


“"*"WaWH LO ‘pzoyzq2eH ASeR-pr0FAAeH YS9aM-PzAOCZIzIeHs 


Fee ee eee reece ee ee eee reer ewes es sera TD 
Fee eee e eee e ere e ee ewan TD 


ee ee ee ee ee ee WAWH LD 


tb9o 
T92T 
y8cT 
£9 


€b9 
€¢9 
€b9 
€b9 
9LL 


eel 
z99 
£OL 
¥L6 
zL9 


cs9 
£88 
T9OT 
8é6TT 
e824 


£9 
ers 
SLL 
£b9 
¥S9 


ad Zz 


SLY 
8TOT 
60T 
2eS 


fo 
SLY 
28h 
SLY 
PLS 


78s 
68F 
ozs 
0tL 
8TS 


c8P 
€g9 
b8L 
ses 
6LS 


SLY 
fos 
SLS 
fo 
OSS 


aad Tt 


cLb 
OSL 
zT8 
6TS 


6TS 
CLE 
6L% 
ese 
960 


08S 
b6E 
$Ts 
399 
$1TS 


6LF 
9LS 
6LL 
6L8 
S65 


cLy 
6TS 
T4s 
6TS 
8c 


ud 


‘Xarnqueqd 
/UOUR ge T-rASAsayoOTOD 


‘3a0de6ptag 
SWaHuaW AWA NVLITOdOULAW 


LAOTLOANNOO 


-++eumaz 
seen eee ee eee ee eee eee eee eq rummg 
PS OR trae en ee ee ee Tenbtpn ues 

: **aqoenBbes 


a ee oe eee Oty 
SUVS THTEC EF ECEREH ECC + CR MOnE 
See SOS SOR e Ree S OHe: C0) ie ee 


Oe 


*O2330 
eee e ere r see steerer e es + sagoaquUOM 
CC 66S ETH 6 6.6O OHS 06:4 ORES HEN qesjoN 
eee eee reer eer errors c e+ soph 
cere ere eee e eee eee eeces seutuy sey 
soccer eee ere eccereeseces + cover 
CO. BO.0'8 806 S016 0:6. CE 86. ew Olas eMOTY 
eee eee eee ewes eee croc ece ouezieny 


SS 0 SOONG SS See VS SS: Te Cy 
CEEOL SLSR SS EOS eS Se Oe eae 
Cee Ae Sree ewe OL enw Ose ee © Le ae 
SSIS ELSES ES OS eT Ue Sie ee © 0) we eet On 


CADE S SSS SOLO EME S68 98 


6 CLES WOT OE NERS VEER OS sofeuop 
SSS ee CURL e Seer seer ere ee re re 


SHILNQOD N¥LITOdOULSWNON 
penutjucs OdWuoTOD 


Teutda GTO% AA - A AINACHHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59798 





3uSy 


HLVLS UTYRTM WHUW AWA JO SoetTZuUNoOD 


UMOQ YOORSPOOM ‘UMOQR wWeYypuTM ’UuMOR UOsdwoYL 
‘uMOQ ButTz99g ‘UMOQ pueTIOoOS ‘uMOQ weugng ‘uUMOQ AoerTJUIOg 
‘UMOQ PTeTtyutTetd ’umoq ATHutl {tw ‘uMoQ uojdurey ‘umoq pros {sey 
‘umoq uttTdeyd ‘umoq Aanqzejued ‘umoq uATHOorAG ‘uMOQ prosyusW 
umo3 AAINQPOOM ‘4UMOQ ASZSaeyoUTM 

‘umMOoQ UMOQZeIeM ‘UMOQ UOAHuTysem ‘UMOQR USsrTzTeM 

4umo} UoZHutszzolL ‘umMoOR uojysewmoyL ‘uMoQ uozeYyg ‘umoqQ AInqst tes 
*umog Aanqxoy ’umoQ yAnoudATd ’uUMOQ ueeUeD YRAION 

4UMOQ ATOFAON ‘UMOQ PACTTTW MON ‘UMOQ PI0JQRATSH MON 

‘UMO] STITOW ‘UMOQ PTSTFuUOWTIT ‘UmMOQR QuUSy ‘UMOQR UOQUTMIeR 
‘UMO] UsYSOHD ‘UMOQ [TPMUAOD ‘UMOR YoOorAGaToD ‘umMoQj ueeuey 
‘UMOQ TsjemebHptazag ‘uUMOQ weysTyAed ‘uUMOQ pojsueyyreg 


set3zunoo uegtTodozyzeuuou uTYyATM suMOL 


UMOQ 2900 TOM ‘uMmOQ Aanqzeqjem ‘umoy Aanqyuynos ‘umoQ Aoedsorg 
‘umoq yonjeBney ’usmoqj AzngeTpptw FO suaoqj AQunoD wsaeyH Man 
UMOR UCZTTM ‘UMOQ 3I0d4Ssem 

‘UMOQ UORZSOM ‘UMOQ PAOCFWMeAS ‘UMOQ YTeEMION ‘UMOQ UeeUeD MON 
4UMO} YOTMUSSAD ‘UMOQ UaTzeqd FO sumoQ AQunoDd pTatyateg 

UMOQZ YOOIqAseM 

‘umoQR yoorqkes PTO ‘UMOQ YRAOMHUTTTTY ‘UMOQ xessg 
‘UMOQZ AeATH deed ‘uMOQ UOAUTTD FO suMmoQA AQuNoOD xeseTPPTIW 
UMOQZ PAOFASREM ‘UMOQ UMOQUNTOA 

‘umoQ uoWHbutuojs ‘umoq enberadsg ‘umoq wetTes ‘umoq uojsaird 
‘uMOQ SWAT PTO ‘UMOQ YOTMAON ‘uMOQ UOQHutTuojysg yAIAON 

*UMOQ UOPUOT MEN ‘UMOQ STTTAQUOW ‘UMOQ suUAT ‘UMOQ UOgdsTTI 
7umM0Q paekpoT ‘umoQ u0QZ0rzH ‘UMOZ PTOMSTADH ‘uUMOQ UTTHuer 
‘umoQ oud] Aseqg ‘UMORZ YerzoOg JO sumoR AQuUNOD uOopuoT Man 

uMo3z eSptazqpoom ’umMoQj wsAeH 489M ‘UMOQ PIOFHutTTem 

‘mUMOQ eHue710 ‘UMOQ USAPH YAION ‘UMOQ PIOJUeIgG YIAOCN 

‘UMOZ USACH MON ‘UMOQ UsPTASW ‘UMOQ UOSTPEN 

‘UMO} USspUeH ‘UMOQ PAOFTINH ‘UMoQ wsaey Ase_ ‘uMoQ SrATYsayD 
‘umOo3Z projyuerg ‘uMOoQ AueyIeq Jo sumoj AQunoDd usaeH MeN 

uMOR aAnowfesg ‘UMOCQ PAOFXO ‘UMOQ PAOZFTITW ‘uM0Q Aqrog 

‘uMOQ ST[BPA uUodeeg ‘uUMOQ eTUOSUW JO SsUMOQ AQUNOD UsAeH MeN 
UMOQ UCYHUTTIT™ ‘'uMoCR UoCUASsA ’UMOQ UOTUn 

‘amMO} PUPTTOL ‘UMOQ PTOJZeEIYS ‘UMOQ SXBUIOS ‘UMOQ PTEeTJSuUeH 
4UMOQ UOTGeH ‘uMOQ UOAWSutT TRA ‘umoq ArQueaocD ‘umoq etqumToD 
‘UMO] UOJZTCE ‘UMOR ASsAOPpUW FO suMOQR AQUNOD pueTTOL 

UMOJ PUBTIAOT ‘UMOQ UMOYSTPPTW ‘UMC PTSTFISTPPTW ‘UMOZ wWeppeH 
*UMO} UoQdUTeH 4ySe_ ‘UMOR WeppeH ASeg ‘UMOF weyANgG 

‘UMOR TTeMm0ID ‘UMOQ ASBAseyD FO sumoQ ARunoD xseseTpPtIW 


ALWLS UTY3TM WAUYW UWA FO SQueuoduoD 


9 HOWd 


BELT 


ud £ 


6ZET 


8PST 


ad 


SET 


OTOE 


S69T 


O9ST 


8T8T 


ZOLT 


ad 


8LET 


ude 


L8TT 


SOET 


ade 


6T2T 


Othe 


689T 


CSET 


6e9T 


T8ST 


ud ¢€ 


86 oes Ree ee a oar ae ne ee roe ene WSW 3a ‘2eacq 
aq 2 ua@t uqdo SVWAYW AWA NULITOdONLAW 

AXWMW 1G 
€S6 TEL ea SPARES ate See yeaah a Ove ae ae LO ‘AQqunoDd uweyputm 
O€OT 208 ey! USES ES Ser socesesty “AQUNOD PTOTIOOITI 
4a ¢ 4G 1 we 6 SHILNQOD NWLITOdOULSWNON 
6L6 €08 ¥6S SCPESSEMCHEESD NED SEE HE EE SD D4 O96 OCR Oe ‘Aanqze em 
€VGt $9ST Té|et -°rrrssrrs RH SNY cores r ss WAWH LD ‘YTRPMION-prozurejs 
PTZT 168 jee SARS Se ee oi eo WAWH LO ‘ARunoD xeseTpPpTW Urey INOS 
LSOT S08 Ne Fie See oe ee i Oe eae WAWH ILD ‘UOpuOoT MeN-YoOTMION 
SUS) <a ela ere eee oP ee ek ee VAWH ID ‘USpTASW-UsAeH MONs 
Ceely STO SGe. APRS ROR oe eee eerie WAWH LO ‘anowdss-eruosuy-piOJ LTH 
aud @ wd tT wd Oo SVAaW AWA NWLITOdONLaN 


penufyzaood LNOTLOaNNOD 


ONISNOH ONILISIXS WYOd SINAN LEWAWW YIWA TePuTaA GTO%@ Ad - A ATINGCHHOS 


59799 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/ Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





TStt 


06 
€vtt 
ZH6 
ezeT 
S06 


ud 6 


ud F 


866 LSL 09S 96S URC CVENe VERSES EC HS 
r08 €F9 EES 61S CUCARE CHO LON eeew eee 
#SOL 218 129 €29 TWEREEREEE CELT Ee 
6 £6 £59 ZeS 6S CCC OCT EHO OE ROW WE e eee 
TOTL LbL 0z9 08% CUE T EES CORSO HHO S 
T08 €%9 ees 61S CC USVE VOTER VT CO VET RC 
uaqe¢ wac wat wud o 
yoreg wed 
eT TINYXemM 
se[TTeutd ‘Ooseg ‘yHnorzoqs{T{TtH ‘opueuzrsyH 
uosy ‘uOosSAzaezzer ‘usepspey 
TeATY uetpul 
93 30TzeY) 
eTonT “39 ‘UTqzazeHK 
esoy eques ‘etqueosg” 
Aeg 
zeTbera 
pazeasig 
eToutues ‘eTososo ‘sbHhueio ‘ayeT 
uotzeN 
ejoserzes ‘aaqeuew 
ASTITOD 
oped- TuUetn 
ALOd 
suyor ‘3S ‘nessen ‘Teang ‘AeTD 
3STAYQOTTDOD ‘enyoelTw 
pazemoirg 
eSTSNTOA 
eSOOTEYO 
set 
zayeg 
ALYLS UTQITM WHYW UWA FO set QuNoOD 
etqumtop FO 4oTzAASTA 
SLWLS UTYRTM WHUW UWA FO SatT_uUNoD 
awe wad wat wad 
STISeD MON 
ALWLS UTYITM WHAW UWA FO Satjunoy) 
L gdvd 


**++XzrpueH 


**uoO3T Tue 
+++ +gepetp 
+o es copeta 


**etqumt~toD 
***unoyTteo 


SP6T 
66ET 
€est 
8LST 
60TT 
LT2@T 
c2ST 
8PbT 
bCST 
9EET 
9bPT 
809T 
6SOT 
TTST 
c6ST 
€98T 
OLET 
ZOST 
vEsT 
LEZ 
vCET 
6SST 
TS2T 
8SOT 


ad + 


TSb?% 


ad P 


SvVSL 


ud pb 


SAILNNOD NWLITOdOXLANNON 


8Z9T 
S90T 
O8zT 
OSTT 
vOTT 
€Tet 
T62T 
9TTT 
902T 
LT2T 
9T2T 
OeeT 
SSOT 
982T 
€62T 
v6ST 
9eTT 
822T 
O8TT 
TO8ST 
672T 
PEeT 
9T?T 
fL6 


wade 


TS6T 


aad € 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


OFbT 


ud ¢€ 


902T 
O6L 
6S6 
S06 
T28 
bS8 
6£6 
878 
988 
St6 
8L8 
L66 
€8L 
096 
066 
cOTTt 
oes 
TE6 
€88 
€92T 
006 
S06 
968 
8ZL 


add Zz 


8SFT 


ad 2 


SST 


ad 2 


€88 


8e0T 
ySOT 
T06 
OL2T 
TS6 


ud 


S96 
P8S 
S9L 
6bL 
6S9 
699 
8SL 
869 
LOL 
LTL 
604 
9€8 
Sz9 
OSL 
S6L 
L06 
Te9 
SLL 
S69 
b66 
Ted 
b2L 
LOL 
bTS 


ud Tt 


O€ecT 


ad T 


89ST 


ud Fb 


6S6 


ad T 


€28 


vEoT 
TSOT 
868 
OZOT 
86 


ud € 


eS 
08s 
oT9 
SOL 
ces 
80S 
v89 
ets 
€0L 
0%9 
cbs 
LOL 
bOS 
SL9 
T69 
SPL 
Leg 
829 
SL9 
POL 
69S 
6TL 
€0L 
T6t 


ad 0 


L9TTt 


ad 0 


LveT 


ud € 


yT8 


ad 0 


ONISNOH ONILSIXS 


99 BPS FES COSC C Se HOES Eee ETE OCS - + *sepzeH 
ZOL Z6S L9S Steet erect ee eee ee eeeeeeeeeszrny 
€lL 09 9LS settee reece eeeeeeeeeees suTrryuEIg 
8S9 sss ZES See eee ee eee eee eee es sQgqogag 
OLL $09 009 tees eee reece eres esos segnazaT 
€%9 ZES 6TS tote e eee eee eter eee eee e+ sprogperg 
ud ec wa Tt ado SHILNNOD NWLITOdOXU LENNON 


sess esececree se oWAWH Td ‘UO}eY BOOgG-Yousg WTed ISOM+e 


SSCVPCAVECCCCH EO OF coccceee eos ows ae ‘AQunop eSLTINyXem 
FTE OTH O OS WSW Ta ‘teqeMIeSeTO-B5anqsizejeq *349-eduwez 
CSS e iY Sie a Fe ore ere ee Ta ‘SasseyueltteL 
6) ML ‘yorog OrSeA-uUeTASEQSS 
ee sescecetscwam eZ ‘eprz0y equng 
ed Heeee* eee Ta ‘eTonyT “3s 340d 
eC TT CE TREES ® “"WSW Ta ‘Querzg-sseq Arzaegq-eTOoOeSUdg 


‘yoeeg AQID eureueg-usaey uudT-AQTD eueueg 
PP STEMS ee eS Se eS SS Oy ee re ‘qseoDd wted 
TroreeresesssuSW Td ‘OTT TASNATL-surnoqTen-Aeg wed 
“***wWSW Td ‘projyueg-soumumtssty-opueT10 
BS SS EOE SOS SS Se ee ae 7eTed0 
tose see seeeeruon aq ‘eQIOsSerTeg-uojQUeperAg-310qg YAION 
ee “WSW Ta ‘pues. oozeN-seTden 
ae oe ccc cse ss *WGWH Td ‘TTePpuey-yoeseg TWeTW- TWeTH 


cece e eee eee eee eee eowon aa “USARH TOQUTM-pUeTSYeT 
SSEOPOSCeC reeves eeersesvsser reCcvwrses * WAIWH Ta ‘O8TTtTaAuosyoer 
ee “WSW Ta ‘STTTAseutey 


CECSET OR ESSE O EEL EY OSS 0 02 Se Te ‘aTepzsepney QIOds 
cesses se WSW Ta ‘Yoeeg puowizo-yorsg euojdeq-euojted 
cree se YOW TA ‘UTASeqd-YoOese_G UORFTEM JIOY-MOTAQSSID 
soe e eee cree eee ee ee won TT ‘sz0kw qZaog-Ter0D edep 
eee eee we ew eee eww wae PERS See ee ‘AQunoo zeyeg 


SWSuYW YUNA NWLITOGOULaN 


wWaruota 


‘**"WaWH GN-WA-Od ‘eTipuexety-uozSutTay-uoqzbutTysem 


SWauaW AWA NVLTIOGOXLIN 


WIGWNTIOD dO LOLYLSId 


L86 OEL ETL treet eee eeeee ee xXagsns 


eat Get te 6 SSILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


“"WSW GW-30-ON-Wd ‘uoqS5uTWTIM-uepurey-etydtepettyds 
SVSUY UNA NWLIIOAOULEW 
penutquoo guwMW1ad 

YOa SINAY LEAN IVA 


TeuTdA GTOz@ AA - A AINGAHOS 


Federal Register / Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59800 








8e0T LBL 98S €cP ne ere yer rr eae ere e50033e4D 
y88 OEL 98S €€p POP gr hee oe a OR ea ne rae zeTpued 
£88 OEL 98S €ep OfF SE eR Ee Ee ee sess se sunoyTeD 
L88 p98 98S cep OfF pe aan ene SLES SSS? Se pe 
718 BSL 609 8S SSP weet ee eee eee eee ee eeeeeseyrrHy ueg 
8T6 T68 L89 Tes OLt Fe RSE ERE Pe a ar 
€8l OEL 98S Cet 6rE ES RE IS SS RE Se eee ee ee *uoSsUuTyaAW 
ud> ude waz aat ado SHIINNOD NYLITOdOXYLANNON 
uozIsnoH GLZT LIDT 
sapumoT ‘TaetueyT ‘spToyog *SyooIg@ TZIT 266 
weySutyja ‘weyqeyd ‘ueArq@ 6ST OEZT 
PACTA OPET 86 
AezinwW T80T 9LL 
SsOLUOW GZTT 9&6 
ASYAISMTASWH =FTB O8L 
sBBtML ‘Sseuor ‘pxzOJMeID ‘qqTH@ 6F0T 096 
Huot GPO L408 
aeueT SOOT 806 
AAAeqTT 967 «EPOT 
uosTezeH 6£0T 806 
TTPH TOTT 690T 
PTSTt3J3TUM SPOT B8E8 
eefoosnw ‘uoTrIeK ‘STAAeH ‘BaeydooYyeRAeYD 6IET 9Y9ZOT 
ZeXTEM “Oped ‘esooj7eD F60T TL6 
S33n@ LEOT 666 
ysoquurom ‘uudTD ‘AstTqueiaq 786 E48 
puowyota ‘STtFINGOW ‘eTquMTCD ‘exAnNG@ 972ZT 066 
uoqtem ‘Butptedg ‘stepxoo0y 
‘aytd ‘suexotda ‘Butprneg ‘uoqmen ‘xzodsep ‘Aausy ‘preey 
‘qqeuutTaMy ‘uoqtng ‘qqyAszo0g ‘aqqjefkeg ‘setTBnog ‘qteyedq ‘uosmeg 
*EQ38M0D ‘QqoD ‘uojZAeTD ‘SsaeNoASYD ‘TTorATeD ‘moQAeG ‘MOATeG FLT ETLT 
adaoyyeTbo ‘aeuosQo ‘uosTpeW ‘SyxTeTD SETI LOOT 
Y32t0mM ‘TTerL ‘seq ‘AQazeyHnog ‘reyeq gz 606 
BZLWLS UTYUAITA WHUYW YWA JO sstyuNnoD Ad -’ UAE 
S06 eSB £¢9 SLY ie SRR RR ee Seer le a Ste Bays eg uo zSurysem 
098 pes £99 SLY ER RPONS IRR GRR RNASE RAS REAR. 8, Fe eee uotup 
L726 £76 ergo SLE DE EO O OY es LN Cee esouuemns 
T98 708 vr9 t2s rivet! CREAR BeAr ARS OP Raa atte oy ee eae weuynd 
Gate. Sere Sear (ROST <0 er Ue See Pee Reece RTS Bes esa acy eoru0K 
TS6 806 €v9 ees Bie ge PAS Re eee ae See SASSER AS a aI Oe 320qTI1 
$06 TO8 £99 €€s 6TS AEROS Secale a) S88 8 SiS R88 9 ale Serer 
S06 T8s €v9 2vs 6TS a ee ee ae a oe RN ao) 
Warp we wae HE iT: SOC «COO SAHILINNOD NVLITOdOULEYNWNON 
8 agowd 


ces 
SEL 
276 
TOL 
STS 
seg 
609 
S69 
06S 
ST 
6eL 
999 
vcs 
€s9 
StL 
vTL 
9LL 
TOL 
82L 


9T6 
€Pl 
€S9 


aa 


ONISNOH ONILSIXG 


£88 
THCT 


SOTT 
S2z0T 
£96 
€8L 
9S8 


ud 


PL9 
Tés 
SLL 
Z9os 
LS 
9€S 
bTS 
98S 
ELD 
OcS 
c6S 
LLY 
ts9 
325 
879 
BLS 
$LS 
8Ts 
ots 


€Li 
809 
2bS 


ud 


8L0T 
b2OT 
OP7T 


S76 
930T 
PSTT 
666 
ELOT 


ad F 


yT8 
T8OT 


TT6 
ocd 
S08 
OL 
oeL 


ade 


Ss9 
88¢ 
€€9 
6SS 
eS 
9bF 
TLY 
88h 
ost 
9LY 
69S 
vLY 
Le9 
S6¥% 
32S 
OLY 
OLS 
oto 
T#S 


80L 
ess 
8Lb 


ad 


690T 
876 
8STT 


98 
876 
ST6 
TO8 
OLOT 


ud € 


98S cep ee PREV EES Re ee eee ee uojrszeyo 
BLL SL4S MD Oe Cor Tee tea te ae ere a uspurep 
679 Pr6r SEF eevee weer er eer eee eee eee wreee “qooTtTng 
98S Cer OCF fee ee eee eee hh hh Hh ee *usTtizeg 
98S P6r CLP ee eee eee eewe eer eeeeee eee eeee “syueg 
98S SSF est re *-ucoRrg 
98S r67r €LP TEESE SEE SS OEE LOL RAS, S60 
aq2e@ wat waao0 SHILNAOD NVLIIOdOXY LENNON 


‘""YSW WD ‘SuUTqOY TaurTeM 
See e ee eee reece ccerceserecercceces cure WH ‘BISOPTRA 
sere error eee reccccrecssererescces es sya WH ‘yeuueares 


eee eee eee eee eee eee eee eres eee eon YD ‘am0Y 
BS EGRESS CRW ESRC E ESO Ri 8 WR SiS Se Oe A wo ‘AqunoyD Aevzinw 
SESSA KLEE HO DLEE DE SS O:4. 0% tO wo ‘AQunood soru0CW 
ERS RES SSS SE SS ROH GS ON SS wo ‘€qunoy ASUISMTISW 
See ee ee ee a re ee WSW WD ‘uooeW 
*Xjunop Bbuo7, 
ORES PR ae ee Re Et ee SSE Seas WAWH wD ‘AQunop szeweyT 
WD ’32eM9R5 2AOT-ST[TASSutH 
SPSS BRE S) SRNR GS SOREN IRS NE OS oe WAaWH WD ‘AQunopD uosTezrey 
P AUSR EES RR ATS LOLS Se Peay ene SR “WSW WD ‘Se TTtTaseutey 
SS RR RRR EROS RS OES. 8 RS 8 AOR ee RR ee WAWH WD ‘uo jtTed 
srs" 7SW IW-wWD “SsnqumqtoD 
OEE ESSE 9B 8 ESR OOR RO SERA 8 eS 6 Sy 8 OD WD-NL *eBooueqjeyo 
OR SS SS B59 RS S819 68 SE B19 SSS 488 Oe Sere WO *Xyunop sj4nq 
eee eee ewe ewe eer wr wm wr er eer He ccc * SOW WD ‘yotTasunig 
“WSH OS-wO ‘AQunoD puowyoty-eqsnSny 


cesses e sss aWH WD ‘eqq3etTzeN-sHutrzdg Apues-equeltiw 
SOS RE SS OF ROS ere 8:9 eres WO *Xqunood aye TO-susyyw 
eo ee reer cceccercccer res eereceeses + cre UH 4xAueqtw 


SWAuNW AWA NVLITOAOULaW 


WISYoRrSD 
LO8 96S os I Me Fi Bi ck a eke UORTeEM 
£79 ces ie, RR PO OR oe ae ee zo, sey 
98L €99 eae AS Rat eS eC eea ace eye *“* ze juns 
t69 TTS OO I a a aN Ne a as alt seqoyoseyxo 
£79 €€sS ee 8 PE RS Ee Oe Ae a Pe uosTpeNn 
LS9 ces ee REN SR FA ROSAS RR OE RSS AS Rokoe faot 
£79 6S 6TS ere eer eeeeeee eee e eer eee ee *uosyoer 
9ZL SLS TLS Si RORUR RO SETS RRR) RARER RRS A'SE 98 RoR ED RCI TT SIE 
wa € wat wd oO SAILNAOD NVLITOGOULEINNON 


penutzuos wdlyols 


YOd SINSA LAWAWW BIWS TeuUtd GToOz@ Ad - A BAINGEHOS 


59801 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014 / Notices 


8E0T 
990T 


£06 
8E0T 
€8L 
€8L 
SPOT 


cv6 
666 
9€8 
¥28 
69TT 


L488 
L08 
8E0T 
8T6 
€26 


606 
cz8 
L488 
$98 
Lv6 


yT8 
L06 
TO08 
£84 
€8L 


cT6 
Z60T 
T8TT 
Sett 
t76 


S86 
8eot 
696 
998 
L88 


ad 


p98 
896 


CPL 
S94 
O€L 
OSL 
THOT 


LT8 
TLL 
OtL 
TT8 
T96 


sts 
b08 
LT8 
S88 
026 


L08 
6T8 
O€L 
Ors 
v6 


TT8 
928 
86L 
OeL 
OeL 


€S8 
788 
TEs 
908 
9T8 


p98 
798 
O€eL 
$98 
Svs 


ug e 


98S 
POL 


96S 
98S 
98S 
98S 
cOL 


9$9 
609 
98S 
98S 
CLL 


98S 
98S 
98S 
489 
929 


z29 
TO9 
98S 
98S 
OOL 


98S 
98S 
98S 
98S 
98S 


cT9 
SS9 
499 
TP 
98S 


98S 
98S 
98S 
98S 
98S 


ug 


REWECWSN «THCE GOST OTSE WEEE OPET “oO tO TS TT TOTO OE STS ee 


ALWLS UTUITM WHYW UWA FO SStQuNOD Yd b AH € AH ct AMT wa O 


L88 OeL 98S cep OeF er 


bP Loe Cero eee e ee erasers sere ee + SOy¥TIM 900T O€L 98S EEb O€b eee 
02@s LTS BT PR Tiaes Logahe gE ET nd Te a Oe eG S66 Svs 98S 99% csv ak 
$9F L9F Steet e ee eee eee eee eee z998q0M EBL EEL 98S €€h OF eee 
b6h €LP Se eee en Oe Pee ere 998 $98 98S 08% ELD err 
€ep L8€ SE AIEEE RUNDE MES Rei ae 8E€0T 98 98S b6P ELY rari 
ftp Och Me ge Mg Cher ere eM tt ao oa aay cae 8e€OT O€L 98S Ley vEeP cae 
ZE9 9T9 ee ee ee eee ere oe wet aa ee €8L OEL 98S 9GF €SP ee 
OTS 40S ES ee ES en ee ae Se LT8 T9L 98S eSP 6b are 
bLDd 69% ee Te ne eens ty ee ae a 968 €68 0r9 LLY PLY ies 
cep OtP ORES Oe Tee nT ee kas Oe hat oan re L88 Sts 98S 9SF% 6bE eK 
FOP CLP PONG ee Re ee 2 Bee Bp er) on ane ain One 766 9T8 ss9g 60S 90S re 
ILS L9S Settee eee eee eee eee ee ees sqoqter Sé8 Zb8 9T9 60S 86h eee 
b6F eLy de en ye, Ce ee ee scot 808 98S cep Od ae 
bé6r ELY 2 Eee TE eT NT ae) Ge er esl 6LL 98S cep OF wate 
€€P OcF Fe ESSE eee SO OY ae ee L88 PLL 98S €€P OP eee 
49S 60% Meco rete BIN treet ae ne ae ER alte ah te re L88 998 98S v67 €LP oe 
Tes 90S fa Weal Rey meg ete anny Ne keane aoe? WY A OO 488 b98 98S tcp OF ate 
09% LSb Sree eee etree eee ee eee ee ey Tog 8E0T OEL 98S Ob L€b eee 
vv?r 8Se ECO saat anak ay tn) Sir ala Re e€e€OT 068 vo9 60S 88h ae 
v6d ELD nee Ee ee Sa ae oe ee ee ee £98 sos 9¢9 LLY bLYE STs 
tty Of Gig MA STO Pes we hey ETO Oe re 6S6 O€L 98S b6d ELb reineey 
LTS bTS Sere eT eaten ee, Oe Le 8e0T 98 98S cep OeF eae 
v6d ELD Pai SPE I eat a Ag ae BY NIST eee GF ho a bT8 OeL 98S cep OF rte 
9SF €St tenet renee eee eeeeeeee ee sgutyuan EBL OEL 98S O8F ELF eee 
v6P €Ld Pet rect yar rat eh gvCt os cf y= et alee a rr ae €L6 TS8 €89 SOS TOS nee 
€€p OF en Ser ete eee ee 8e0T 928 98S €ep OeF we 
€ep OfD Pr ere Geet aoe thie ane a ne 6SOT T88 86S bOS €8h mee 
2Sb 6bP tee eee ee eee eee eee eee sgusery 6L8 Lbl $6S 6€% 9€F eee 
sos TOs a Rae RAD Te CMNAS Ser eo SEO Rig? <0 1g ae a €8L OeL 98S eep OeF abe 
OTS LOS Pe a i iala a i ag eg 8e€O0T +08 98S €ey OF ae 
VL? TLY Foo, Cee Le em OL hee i ene €8L BEL 98S 9LP CLP ar 
£€p OF PRT Ste ee Pe ag aE ee ee Oa See L88 798 98S 8Lh ELY Tae 
vdD ToD BR Te eee ee ee nS 8T6 998 98S b6d ely as 
bor €LY ee ee eT eS ee €8L 8S 98S v6F €Lb rea 
SbF €vP Be NSS Se eee ee ee ae oS. ee © a0 2) ee naD 998 798 98S r6P ELF ee 
SEF vey Bo ee ee ene SIO SRR e ee eee ee eee a) O€OT €S8 98S OF Let ate 
cep Oe prea he Waar Ber ya Ivey seecee 'qourtyo O€6 S9L vT9 S8? c8d Paw be 
ud tT awd oO SAHILNNOD NWYLITOdOULENNON ud’ ude we © UA tT waa oO 
aowd SONISNOH ONILSIXS WOd SLNAY LAWAWN YIWA 


tee e reese eswonN TH 


“N[TN[TOUOCHy 


SWaaW ANA NWLITOCOULAWN 


ITIVMVH 


**uOSUTHATTM 
2996 ODT TM 
++ +s geTOOuM 


eeeee -eurkem 
.++ + *weTzTeEM 
Sake see *uosdg 
eevee * JOUINnL 
** *usTAnezL 


-++++squooz 
+++++seuoyr 
+066 *36TACL 
*OTTOFOETTEL 
**+**zequms 


***sueydeys 
****ueasezdsS 
**-ydtopuey 
-* +s ueUTa TNO 
-+++TysetTng 


+++ *g0z0T¢ 
7s + suebr0op 
“**TTSqoyTn 
++++++uODRER 
*+**upoouTT 


*++-+uosuyor 
‘uosazezjer 
**+-uosyoep 
cee e sagen 
*“weysieqeH 


vee 66s ASCLH 
7° *yDODSeTS 
“*sutTyuerzg 
ose * OU he 
“s°* *3zeq Ta 


+tses *TOOG 
*o* -2nge5e0 
ste esyoos 
+ +++ *99g705 
ae 


SHILNQNOD NWLITOdOXLANNON 


penutqzuod WIDSkxoOrD 


Teuta Sto? AA - 


@ SINGHHDS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59802 











beTT 


ceTT 
PT6 
L60T 
69TT 
TS6 


L8TT 
6eTT 
806 

Pert 
PCTT 


PCTT 
yet 
POET 
TS6 

PeTT 


ud 


8PLT 
bL6 


ud F 


856 


ZL8 
828 
%Z6 
€L6 
876 


L86 
T06 
cv8 
788 
86 


006 
€£6 
ZLOT 
8h6 
806 


wae 


COLT 
cS8 


ade 


TTFM 


£%9 


y99 
£99 
€%9 
099 
€%9 


OL9 
€%9 
9L9 
v9 
€¢9 


£v9 
€¢9 
9EL 
€v9 
€v9 


ad Zz 


b9eT 
€v9 


ad c 


OT 


uodeN LOT S96 
QTeMPd «=PPPT OFZT 

PUeTSI Yooy ‘rAsd7I9H 4Xzusy 800T LS6 

UOTTTUISA 066 Tt6 

‘AJUeHOW ‘eyeT ‘ouey ‘eH eqnd ‘HOOD F729T EGET 
33eTd ‘pazog ‘ubtedureyd Z8fT 92Z0T 

azepuexeTw 900T Sz8 

puod T86 16 

UePSTON EZET S60T 
HLWLS UTYITA WHYW UWA FO SetTJIuNOD Ud b AA EC 
SLY ZLP oo weer ene See Heese ese :0: 9 eS Br ree, 
Its Soe weet ee eee eee ee eee eee gT Teg UTAL 
zs 69% weet eee eee eeeeeees + sguoysoug 
2S STs sete eee ee eee eee eee ees ppraug 
— ITs wet tee e eee eee eeeeeee s+ suostpen 
925 6TS SAL a TERE Ge ROTO settee eee ee srmaq 
zs ozs weet eee ee eee eee eee eee ype 
L6P 88 aralereiaeratete qigic wiv rar ere esses e+ ouepr 
00S 96% cece cece cece cee eeeee e+ sqnomeza 
SLE 2Lb wee cece cece sees nese eee ezaggens 
L0S 60S wee eee eee ee eee eee ee ee ey rey 
LOS 60S weet eee ee ee eee eee eee es nogrzeg 
26% 88% cece cece ee cece cece eee e ees sgnang 
1z9 yTS ee ae 
LES STS eoeeeeee SEER RR SS C8 OS 6 SORE ane 
SLb ZLe weet e eect eeeeeeeeeessgyeq reag 
aq tT wao SHIINQNOD NWLITOdOULINNON 

aemog ‘yoouueg ¢6E€TT 86 

UTTHUeAT OFIT PE6 

S029d ZON TEZT 668 

uoszazzor ‘SaT[TaAeuuog FETT TS6 

we P9TT 896 

Feusq7ooy E€O0ET 8SO0T 

eayAmo ‘uoduepd ‘estog ‘epw SOZT G80T 

HLWLS UTYITM WHYW UWA JO SetTQUNOD Aud F AG E 
6L6 OLB wee ee eee e eee e ee ee ee ee eee ee ene 
$TS Z9% cate eae vt eee e reese ee es sopmeTEy 
ad tT uqo SSILNNOD NWLITOGOULSWNON 

aovd 


989 
PL8 
OTL 
THL 
€60T 
96L 
9€9 
bel 
BLL 


ad c 


£79 
699 
S69 
PL9 
L499 
€vl 
9EL 


wd 2 


ONISNOH ONILSIX 


Ses 
SL9 
bSS 
c6S 
776 
vs9 
OLY 
€¢S 
T6S 


ad 


Stet 


68EeT 
8PTT 
ZTOT 
6eTT 
peTT 


LS6 

6€TT 
TT2T 
pect 
6€TT 


cETT 
Perr 
c6ET 
6ETT 
veTT 


ad + 


f8P7 
06% 
8€s 
86% 
987 
48s 
ses 


ad 


696T 
ever 


ad + 


ely 
TLS 
8bPr 
cvs 
zTs 
Tes 
BLE 
O8t 
Sts 


ad 


TTOT 


PSOT 
bS6 
8r6 
€L8 
8%6 


Le6 
706 
846 
988 
8r6 


S68 
TO08 
T2ET 
£98 
876 


wae 


€8Ee 
L8% 
Str 
fh 
T6E 
£67 
Bey 


ud 


€99T 
cSST 


aaqe 


989 


PBL 
089 
€¢9 
tr 
€09 


£79 
€b9 
p89 
€v9 
£¢9 


879 
€%9 
L¥6 
€¢9 
£09 


e22T 
TSTT 


ad 2c 


Yoda SINSY LAWMAWW AIWA 


64S 


T99 
€0S 
ZbS 
cvs 
ces 


b6P 
TOS 
90S 
2bS 
LLY 


tts 
SLY 
6TL 
coS 
SLY 


£06 
Sv6 


ad Tt 


see eee eee eee ee eee son aT 
settee ee eee eee eee swaWH IT 
“WSH TI-WI 
ste eee eee eee eee eeugy qT 


‘anqeoseg 
‘AQunoD qTewed 
4‘PUeTSI YOoy-sutToOM-7zodusaeg 
‘oTTtTaued 
‘**WAWH II ‘eT TTaAreden-jetpror-obeotyD, 
Trt tsseeeessseyoW TT ‘eueqan-ubteduey) 
“*""WSW TI-ON ‘UosyoOeLr-neepzeaty ede 
See e ESS ss ea es sss ee oe ‘€qunop puog 
costes ere ss swoW TI ‘TeRUION-uoZSuTMOOT, 


SWHaW ANA NYVLITOGOULAN 

SIONITII 

6LP eet eee ee eee eee eee eee es KarpTeg 
8Zz9 see eee eee eee eee eee eee gogaz 


66% eee eccece ees creccecessrgangivg 
Sts ES GRE HHS FOG OR 9.959 Ow: OLS 0 


GTS LEGG SS AOA FS SOR WR SOO 8 eS ee 
Sts eee enw ewe eee $F AIA OTB e SSS 0-0 ORES 
ZP Ce eeceeescerereseeoreee + + Come 
86P Co eMC CREO S CORSET MHOC Ces > Ree O eR 


zos oct ttt: 128 108.9 9S 9:8'G 0:9 «89:2 ee 
STS SAE ES SE SEE SO See Oe SO Oe 
ese SSA DSR OER ESP ES RAR RRR RSE Oe 


80S 58 DO OPER 6 O:O eo R18: Oe OF we: Oe m6 eS 
ZLP ae eee wee eee eee ce oe 06 0 0° Seep nog 
PIL ANH SRNR SSIS Ee Se See On eS Ss ee 
Sts COS SEE SS 208d: ESS He SRS 8 er 
ZLP SLI LSE LAS SONS A DS NOS RS 9-8 OR 


SHILNNOD NWLIITIOdOXLANNON 


O: 9) 98 8 08 O89 90 896 908 Ss eamine. apap “OT TEeq.e00g 
tect ee eee eee eee eee eon Gr-—n ‘ueboT 
coe cere ere cerr ccs se ewan WM-GT ‘UOQSTMET 
core ee secs ececens so cure OT ‘STTea o”uepr 
OREO LS TTS OO 9:0. 9-8 eRe al ‘Aqunop uwrey 
Ts ccrecceecececssusH GI ‘eusTY,P Ine0cD 
treeeeeeeess owaWH GI ‘eduren-AQTD estog 


SWaYY ANA NWLITOGOXLEaN 


OHWAI 
S68 See cere e ere e reece eee e ess TeNney 
6PL a a oh YN) =| 


ad 0 SHILNQOD NWLITOdONLANNON 
penut3uos TIVMVH 


Teutd Gtoe@ Ad - @ AINGAHOS 


59803 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





848 
L76 


LS6 
€v8 
S€6 
€€6 
706 


€v8 
€€6 
990T 
776 
8L0T 


TEOT 
L90T 
806 
£€6 
8TIt 


€¢8 
890T 
900T 
LZ6 
LZ6 


€€6 

zSOT 
S80T 
8TIt 
LOOT 


6T6 
L26 
9TOT 
€¢38 
S96T 


ud PF 


aTeTD 


T6L s¢e9 96% T9F ee 
998 TE9 ces 61% 77 
€S6 TS9 88h Zep ve 
res Te9 99% 6TP ey 
98L TE9 99% 6TP oo 
0€6 TEe9 zes 6TP ie 
TO06 tee 99% 6TF +t 
98L Te9 zes 61h vig 
O€6 TE9 zes 61TP er 
£64 Teg 99% €9F ee 
S88 TE9 Zes 61 9 
ZTs Zc9 oss €ep ro 
98L TE9 99% 6TF 7F 
068 OTL SZS Cl ao, 
S06 699 €0S CLD 27 
O€6 TE9 zes ots Wa 
98L Te9 99% GLE ri 
8¢e8 TE9 zes 6TP me 
0€6 TEs Zes 6TF a 
eL8 TE9 OLD Loy m= 
98L Tes 99% 6TP ae 
98L Te9 wes 61 yas 
O0€6 TE9 ces 6TF a 
98L Teg 994 SLE ae 
O€6 Te9 99% €9F bs 
898 TEe9 OLd L9OF 2 
928 TEe9 99% 6TP as 
9T6 TE9 ZEsS 6TP a 
98L TEs ces 6TF bs 
964 6€9 CLP 69% a: 
98L Te9 99% 6TP hi 
999T S8€€T 686 96L et 
ae G&G @u.6G Get ge gd 

"3g ‘sozu0oW ’uOoStTpeN ‘Aeszop 


PIOJFPOomM ‘TTemMezeL “yrTeRS 


*-@pTSeqtum 
seee**oukemM 


+++ +uezz7eM 
++++++uotug 
cove cnhetougs 
***zatAnyos 
“s*pueTyorta 


sees *UrTeUuyNnd 
seoee + 1@G08 
+00 e (£2208 
**eTIQTNoW 
- Xz9ewobHbjzuop 


+++ *voOseN 
*yBnouoqonw 
*uoqsbutaty 
***90ueTMeT 
rete ss xouy 


*ssetTaeg of 
****zedsep 
**stonboir 
++++-utpazeH 
“**uozTTWeH 


. 


°° °UTQeTTED 
“* "ut TyYueaAg 
“weyhutsia 
sees ¢2e5pa 
“***S5TR 6G 


***pzo0ozMerp 
Yt tee eC here 
*-ueTastayo 
see" TTOALeBD 
sees eegnoze 


SHILINQOD NWIITOdOULAINNON 


*uOqUTTIO 


‘unoyteod 


uowebfues ‘preuspq 
obeqoeuutm ‘aucog 


‘eT10eg 


‘TTeysren 
utdnooey 
TTepuex 
seyeyuey 
Apunay 


ALWLS UTYUITM WHYW UWA JO setQuNOD 


tt 


aod 


902T €90T 
900T SS6 
8>TT TTOT 
80TT €26 
€00T LT6 
SO8T 92LT 
S€St SLeT 
LLET E€LeTt 
ud bp UAE 


9T8 
OEL 
TRL 
PTL 
tes 
TLTt 
906 
8€6 


aad Z 


TPIT 
b98 
£76 


006 
cL6 
9b0T 
€vOT 
L96 


€b8 
€OTtT 
TOTT 
988 
O6TT 


T06 
T88 
€06 
T86 
T86 


L60T 
OZOT 
evs 
€bs 
Stitt 


SSOT 
SS6 
£76 
LS6 
8S8 


T86 
€¢8 
068 
cE6 
L90T 


ud FP 


SES 
bLS 
TSS 
LSS 
8LFh 
648 
989 
€69 


ad 


606 
O6L 
9T8 


98L 
98L 
SL8 
806 
bS8 


98L 
Lz8 
Le6 
928 
Les 


868 
848 
006 
LL6 
98L 


0S8 
606 
484 
98L 
98L 


808 
98L 
98L 
898 
sss 


€€6 
98L 
98L 
876 
bT6 


ua € 


tts 
b9d 
T8h 
Sep 
tty 
L69 
ObS 
8SS 


ad 


bv9 
tes 
TEe9 


tes 
TE9 
tes 
te9 
€€9 


TES 
Teg 
8S9 
€99 
ZLg 


Te9 
tes 
s¢€9 
STZ 
Teg 


tes 
L489 
TEe9 
TE9 
Te9 


TEe9 
tes 
Te9 
L69 
Tes 


€e9 
tes 
Les 
eL9 
b99 


ONISNOH ONILSIXA wos 


SLE 
ces 
vLD 


99% 
- 399 
08h 
99% 
TLE 


ces 
ces 
80S 
06% 
L6% 


08F 
99% 
S6% 
82S 
ces 


TOS 
80S 
Tes 
90S 
wes 


06% 
STS 
LOS 
sts 
ces 


89 
99% 
99% 
bOS 
T6h 


SLINaaY 


ELD 
LT 
6Tb 


6TP 
6Th 
6T? 
€9% 
02h 


6T? 
€9F 
LSt 
b6E 
SbF 


6Th 
6TP 
26% 
Sty 
6TP 


T8t 
c2h 
6TP 
SLE 
61h 


L8v 
8Lb 
61d 
€9b 
6TP 


S9F 
6T?% 
€9D 
00% 
S6E 


LaAWavN 


aiwa 


TVEPECCCRMNE TOUS SS OOO TLL Ce 
EV ECE SS ES TIC eT CT Tee 
TEC USCC CTT THU FETE OC CROR UTP en 


CR SCC eee ee eet en 
seeceesocsosesess *USgUeTaeIS 
PEEVE EOEEY CUES ES OF eee 
CSC eee ee ere eo ee 
FERC ENT SS SE ESC SOS EEL eee 


Se Oe Soe ne er 
ee ry eee ee a 
CES MESO ESE C SVS StS ae 
ee 
TREES IVVGE SECU S OSS eee 


CUNT UEPE GELS UNCC YS Oe 
CUS CCC TEC CCE Cee e See SBR ST 
VEOH CEEKCCEOCCHCECCCED ESS OR 
EVE UST ERS Coe et te +e eee ey 
COEF HETED CCE CEES YO ee ORR UUGL 


COCOCH SECC ECHOES ORES 
coerce ccccrsevecsess srOSyNDeP 
uosispusH 
$EECCEROTEEDH ECCS OSS CREO SUN 
core ee ee sce eeereeces ees saggy 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


CELE EEE EEE ROS RL OS See ee 
ceevescersoseccseess + -egaeseg 
OREO CC SE SSK ee 
CRETE CCE CHC SSCS OS 6 + CRETE 


settee eee eee eee ++ + puepreqump 


wee e ee eeeee ress eseeeesgatog 
wee cece eee eee eee eee sey zery 
oo cece eee e eee eeececeess -ggBa 
occ eecccccesccccesces sngesne 
we ee cece eee eee eee eees sgurepy 


SHILNAOD NVLITOdOULSNNON 


‘ccc **"WHWH TI-ON ‘STNOT °*35 
tresses se ewSN II ‘prletzb5utadg 
coer eccsc sss WSW II ‘pxzoyyood 
re ee eS ON ts. “Spare 
*‘WdWH II ‘AQunoD utdnooep 
*“"WAWH II ‘AQunoD TTepusy 
“WSN Il ‘AeTperzq-seyeyuey 
‘ces WaWH TI ‘Ajunop Apunzp 


SWHUYW YUNA NWLIIOdOULAW 


penutzuoo SsIONITIL 


TeuTtaA STO? Ad - @ AINAGAHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





59804 


6S8 T08 
6S8 978 
€SOT S68 
690T 876 
6€TT 48 
€OTT T08 
Ly0T 068 
906 v8 
088 TOs 
906 £08 
9T6 8L8 
TZOT 88 
768 €28 
798 €08 
T88 bb8B 
8LOT ST6 
976 £76 
996 6S8 
Lett T08 
aq 7 «ad 
‘auosuyor 


tv9o 
€v9 
€b9 
€v9 


€¢9 
€¢9 
€v9 
849 
€b9 


£b9 
£b9 
€99 
L¢9 
S%9 


6S9 
£b9 
£b9 
£49 
v9 


aa 


‘syoTapuseH 


eT 


SLE 
SLY 
96% 
eos 


SLY 
O6F 
cbs 
€0s 
SLE 


L8h 
86h 
06% 
28th 
SES 


265 
v6 
SL 
L6% 
SLD 


aa 


ese 
6T? 
6TP 
6TY 


6TF 
€OFv 
ese 
CHP 
ese 


O8F 
ese 
P6E 
6LD 
T2p 


9Sb 
OTd 
61 
00% 
6TY 


ad 


“yoooueH 


SA Re RSet HS SSCA eS Se Se Se ee 
BOR es Os LS 


SiS P rer ener ere ens eae anes See eel se el eee) ee 
eR RI) | 
OK) iS a 1) stele wavlienwre.Siezenerer st <0) e\ 6) 9se ne 
eee ee SB BRAG LSSRT GROG 0S E SO Cre 
LES ASSES EAE G SWS SoS ee 


wee ee eee mem wm ewe wm eee nee ne os ss ae 
SERENE ESSA SB) SSD 6 wim IRS's 
ed ‘*''*uosyoeRr 
SLES OSE SSS EAR OR RRA Be OE e) On 
cee ee ww wee wee eee ewe eee ewe uoztTng 


see eee eee eee et aqagkeg 


ee ee ee ee qreyed 
6.5 610 S16 Sie 06 H 0s SRS SE SS Sees ssetaeg 
Tere TT eee ee ee uozUurTTO 


PS oe ee eee peor ae przozyHoe la 
SSIINNOD NWLITOdOULSWNON 


ucqzbutysem 806 S06 


OBTA ‘UOTTTTuUASA ‘APTD T66 brs 


UPATIINS 676 966 
ydssor -17S OZOT 956 
weujnd s80T 86 
UuemMO 67ZT 688 
SrAeMeTSG SOTT 98 
SqICGST OL6 TIE 


uostazeyq ‘pAOTA ‘HYIPTD PSTT OZOT 


souedsddty ‘uojuegq ¢€9ZT SOOT 
uojdTL ‘pzeMOH OLOT EE 


aedser 056 988 
Aqteus ‘uebiow 


‘UCIT TWeH ‘UMOAG ‘SsuUOCOG ZEZT 9SOT 


eusetn 196 TO08 
uosqt) 98 T98 


29q4TOd ‘UORMEN ‘OXET Q9L0T 800T 
ASTITUM ‘STIEM ‘USTIW ZOOL £88 
yotszs1eMm 


‘qyBanqazepuen ‘Aesoqd €00T 816 
qazeUuUxXTA Z9IL 886 
mMeUCTOUIZeG PPTL B80TT 
‘uT[TyHUeAA ‘uTOqzZeeq ELTT S90T 
[TTO*tzeD «ZTE 616 
S0O2UOH 8SFT B8PhTT 
UOCSTPEH FIOT O€6 


SLIVLS UTYATA WHUW YWA FO SSTQUNOD Ud Fy UAE 


aowd 


€v9 
819 
bb9 
€9L 
€¢9 
¥69 
8s9 
92L 
Lez 
89L 
POL 
TTL 


Z6L 
€b9 
£b9 
sos 
L89 
T2L 
€9L 
€vs 
69L 
€¢9 
€78 
L469 


dd 2 


€TOT 
8E6 
6S8 
626 


T60T 
LL6 
666 
86 
€Ttt 


Ss6 
£6 
s98 
LOOT 
TE6 


856 
£66 
€T6 
cetr 
SF0T 


aad b 


ezs 
TOs 
€¢s 
96S 
87s 
ObS 
OTS 
zes 
Z6S 
609 
ozs 
92S 


L¢9 
SLE 
L8t 
S%9 
BES 
8ss 
ses 
LL9g 
62S 
Ze 
6S9 
sts 


ud 


yT6 
sT8 
Ses 
€T6 


9L8 
096 
876 
698 
bL6 


T98 
r68 
0€8 
8T6 
876 


8h6 
768 
T08 
T08 
cS8 


@a¢€ 


cry 
£04 
oes 
ves 
6TS 
70S 
8Sh 
c9OF 
L£0S 
zes 
TOS 
2s 


9TS 
£8e 
v9F 
6LY 
06% 
02S 
cLY 
6T9 
C9F 
6TS 
709 
yey 


ud 


oe ee Bee PASS Ree eeNer ers Freee ees 33005 
oe ee ee | ere eee eee “Ao tdra 
€b9 BLE OCEBE hte treet eee eee eeee ee erysetng 
€¢9 r8P 6TP SERA SSSR HERTS Ore exe mre ove ee eine =) 


€¢9 SLY 61¥ SE DANE 8) SEND BW ROO Crea ene re 
S89 LOS L2P REESE ESS OO 0e WO eS 9: «eo ee 
€%9 ZvsS 61 i UE A CRA ae a eR EC 
9S9 LOS O6E ee Meas eG IC CRG yee ay 
€GL €9¢ 6% BGO O89 4 FIERY S49 ar 5b IN 8 6-8 ee mo 


L99 66 L6E rts G4 4 6a. PGS GCR SSH 8 8899: OEE Ey 
€p9o 96F 61 CPU e re 58 MRR EURTE HCO, C Se eM Iara ROR ay 
Leo 98h ZO CESS ER Sale Re Gaye e Ree O56 ee ve ee 
769 PIS Zee TEENS SEE LASS RSS OS OS Se 


9S9 €SG 82 oe eee wm ww we SRS SPS SS Tee Ne 
€B9 bad 61% Sarees a urey Preece eee eee eee eee gtogng 
90L Z2S eS EA ee cere eee yearn Pee ee anqjedseg 
€¢9 SLO Ce SSS Ie ee pe ere pazojgmerp 
Eg SLY 6Lb rrr treet sse5 
£99 80S See. Peers Seer ee ee ee Soe suepy 


SHILNQOD NYLITOdOeLENNON 


CEPR EEE ES SHED O:Fi0 eo O00 Seema, eae *Aquno)D uoqbutysem 
“****WAWH NI ‘SQneH SAZdL 
Tos ee eer reer ecccecceses ec cwamy MT “AQuNOD UeATIING 
co eer ereer creo reso es swat NT ‘eBYeMEYSTW-Pusg yanosg 
a9 98s: 60) a eee NI 4Xnuno0p weujng 

CRMC EM SOS G4 FC RCO 4 4s 9 ee NIE Oe Ce eee Rene 4XRunopD U2s4O 
tte e eee ccc eee s owen NT 4eToOunN 
Soceeeccererceseccc owen NT ‘eqzog ey-AQTD ueStqoTW 
LSSEREAIA AS SSeS SESS OS Sew ee Oe ere ‘STTTASTnoy 
SP eee se resesererrerser ioc teete cups IT *aqqeAezey 
Tttrte ess NI ‘ouroyoy 

ee i er ‘'°WAWH NI ‘Aqunop zedsep 


ee wwe eee reer rere wees 


ee 


**WAHWH NI ‘StlTodeuetpur 
ie Ne ee ee ee a NI -ARuno0p euse15 
FS VISE AS ERE SA SELES ELAS SPSS Oo Se ae ‘Aqunop uosqty 
RSSERIS RRL PSS TPIS C ere es ne RCRA TSR EOE. Se Neer a WAWH NI ‘Azep 
WSW NI ‘sudem 3104 
VWAWH AUN-NI “ST TTAsueag 
YSN NI ‘ueqsop- 7z1eyyxTaT 
rire ee ee a Ne ee WSW NI ‘snqumtop 
WAIWH NI-AY-HO ‘UORSTPPTW-TAeuUTOUTD 
VWAWH NI ‘AQunoD [ToO727eD 
SOLER TRE ET SO 898 9.09 00-98 0 ie Rep mrED NI 4uoqbutwoorTg 
SERS Se LR Oe ARES be) RO Fe Ree men NI ‘uosizopuy 


SWHYY YNA NVLIIOGOULaW 


WNYIANI 


ONISNOH ONILSIXS WOF SLNSUY LEMAWW UIVA TeUCtTA GTOZ Ad - GA BINAEHOS 


59805 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





076 


8TOT 
6€8 
ses 
z98 
OSsoT 


PTOT 
z08 
$98 
788 
Ss8 


bPOT 
796 
LL8 
LL8 
bS8 


908 
€L8 
T86 
c6L 
6T8 


ad Ff 


LL8 
6L8 
8STT 
896 


ad ? 


€€8 


bL8 
9€8 
ZE8 
6EL 
6E€L 


828 
Z9OL 
998 
€98 
TLL 


Tes 
T08 
bL8 
8S8 
208 


£08 
SSZ 
628 
eSL 
6eL 


ad 


PL8 
SL8 
$96 
798 


ad 


999 


€6S 
€6S 
009 
€6S 
€6S 


€6S 
€6S 
609 
€6S 
6T9 


999 
€6S 
€6S 
9&9 
€6S 


€6S 
009 
zZeg 
€6S 
€6S 


aad zc 


uUsTIeEM ‘ATO, 


£9 
€v9 
$S9 
v69 


ad z 


et 


zZ0S O6E CSV CCV CCE eee Te a te eae 
Loe Z0F wee eee cece cece weer cece ees mor 
Sf 20% wee eee reece eee eeeeeee s+ sap TogumE 
€8P 90% CS Se See ee See eS ee 
ef 20% oe eee eee e sees sesso ee es sygQ0uRH 
Seb 20% oe eee reece reese ceeee res seugezH 
ech Sb ween eee cece eee ee eeeees surrymerg 
66% 69€ CES UC WS Ort 26 88 CRS Se Se een 
0Sh COE TB we eee eee eee eeeeeeeees suosuT¥ota 
98  6LF wee cece cece reer eee s arEMETeg 
966 61 ween cece cece reece eres eee e est aeg 
2S 90% wee ee eee cece eee eee ee es suOqUTTD 
SEP Z0F Be ee Oe ee re ees 
28% 20% wee e cece ee eee eeeeeees smeseyoTYD 
S8b COOGEE sete eee eeeeeeeeessssQOpz0p 02299 
S8h «GE sete cece cece cece eer enero es BBB 
bSh | ZOF ose e eee eee e eee eeeeee es sumouTeEg 
ZLeO90F wee eee eeeeeeeeeeeees separa eueng 
L960 oOLE we eee cece cece cere reece eres seHGOg 
SEP SEF CR RKTT VVC OSCE CET SUSE SCE ROOUEeaL 
Sth 20% wee e ee ee cece eres ee eeer eres + surepY 
ua tT uao SHILINNOD NWLITOdOULSWNON 

Apunip ‘yYMeH YORTA FETT G68 

uoqbutysem ZPpOT 216 

Aanqpoom SPOT 626 

eTweRAeMeAICd ‘STITW ‘UOSTAIeH ZOZT ZBOT 

seuor TL6 9S8 

uosuyor OZ2$I Z8TT 

enbnqnqd LPTIT 886 

‘UOSTPEN ‘OTIYIND ‘SeTTead LOTT S60T 

3909S 800T LS6 

uUuTIT €ZTT 600T 

azswserg LZ8 ¥Z8 

uojUued 866 €T8 

AZ03S O22T €vOT 

HIWLS UTYRTM WHAW UWA FO SOeTQUNOD Ud > AA EC 
ZS 6th eee a6 dia deweewneeees -93TUM 
2S 61F wee eee reece cece e ence eee es RZ TTEM 
zS¢ L@ wee e cece cece cree ee eee ees srOTEA 
bIS €SP Pe ee ee pe eee ase Se eM ueqnse3s 
aq tT ud o SHIINNOD NWLITIOdOULSNNON 

aoWd 


vL9 
6T9 
80L 
L08 
T29 
Z08 
Lel 
L8L 
OTL 
SOL 
£09 
929 
Lel 


ad 


LL8 


c6L 
f6L 
Z6L 
ZSOT 
p06 


8e8 
6T8 
TT6 
OSOT 
OSOT 


656 
OsTT 
c6L 
706 
Lv8 


S06 
796 
6L6 
L06 
9S8 


ad > 


Les 
T6% 
OSS 
cb 
6SFh 
0€9 
89S 
beg 
bSS 
tSs 
SbF 
LOS 
T6S 


ad 


LZ0T 
6S8 
866 
LL8 


da ? 


¥L8 


88L 
6EL 
TeL 
Z08 
Sz8 


Sts 
OSL 
€¢8 
vL8 
S9L 


9€8 
678 
6EL 
Lz8 
6EL 


vL8 
89L 
6EL 
¥L8 
€S8 


ade 


€9% 
TT? 
TCP 
08h 
69€ 
92S 
6S¢ 
8cS 
8rP 
ebb 
bTd 
9Sb 
SOs 


ud 


cT6 
TO8 
8h6 
€S8 


add t 


€6S 


€6S 
€6S 
€6S 
bd9 
€6S 


€6S 
€6S 
LLg 
€6S 
€6S 


€6S 
999 
€6S 
6€9 
€6S 


€6S 
€6S 
€6S 
€6S 
eTg 


T69 
€%9 
€¢9 
Is2 


ad Zz 


00S 


OS 
Ber 
LS% 
SLY 
T8b 


8Sh 
OLD 
00s 
S9d 
0oSs 


00S 
c6P 
SbP 
CLY 
CLE 


00s 
SbF 
8LP 
00s 
cSt 


Tes 
SLY 
SLO 
€Gs¢ 


ad 


SNISNOH ONILSIXA YOsA SINEY LAWAWVW YIVA 


ZOP USERS ESS VEN COSTES Ce SOOO 
Z0F SOS CO CSC MOSS O80 Oe we ee 
Z0v NN AE TEVCCY SECRETE ETO VOU 
Z0¥ CVV OCE CCU EOL COC SSS OV CL eae 
OCF CE VED ES OVEN CGS CESS Oe ee 
ZOP CE Oe Oe hY eC eS SS St Oe © ere 
ZOF Sees eee cece e es eerecse sen korg 
Z0b OVO T RSC CTC OCTET TNC T 848 oe 
L6h SESS WES FSS Ce TSS CY GU TON eeu 
ZbP Correo eer ees eeerereees+* eEnA BDO 
ZOF SWE VC CLES SESE NO CCW RIO ae 
OP SS ee ee Se = ees 
ISP ETE OSES COTES SSCA Oe Te 
ZOP SS SO SUR Sie SC eo Saeed 
ec> VERVE CVS MEV TO C2 Tee 
69% COW SS 8 OS NEE eT See tee Oe 
ZOb REPEC CRS YT ESV G ECCS 69 05 7 ee aie 
CdD CUCU RES FEES S664 + CBG ONG 
Z0P Se SS SURES ee ae eS Oe eS eee 
ZOP CEES SEE Ce Ce Stee eee Le 
St? TSC SOC OV ee ea eee, 
ua oO SSHIINNOD NWLITOdOXULANNON 


sce ccc’ "WHINH WI-GN 
Settee eee eee eee ees sua WE 


“WAWH WI 


‘STTedI AepseDd-CcoTr9szZemM 
*‘**WAWH WI ‘Aqunop uojzbutysem 
“*"*"WSW AS-SN-WI ‘A4QTD xnots 
“SJJNTA TTouNnoD-exyeuo 
‘AQqunop seuor 


feos sceweeees © Vane, Ci 1h ho) COL 
oS Fe SS ee ee ‘enbnqngq 
"*"**"*WSW WI ‘SSUTOW Seq JSemM-SSeUTOW Sod 
“WSW TI-WI ‘PUBTSI Yooy-suTToW-Irodueaeq 
CEC OLUE OE 48 eee ees ee wI ‘sptdey reps 
SSeS eae eee ae oe ‘Xqunop zows12g 
Ni Mihi A Ela iiS 8 Ga oe *XQRunop uojUueg 
wee e cece cece cece cere eee ees swem YT ‘souy 


SWaaw ANA NWLITOdOULAN 


WMOT 


61S See Se ee ee eee eS ee 
61 CESS CLS SS SESS SSC et 2 ne 
61? PEEL OS OY eS SS Se eee 
8S ee “so 0° *@RaUae 


ud 0 SHILINNOD NVLITOdOXLANNON 


penutzuos YWNWICNI 


Teutda SGTOzZ AA - @ AINGHHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59806 





€crtt 
T8TT 
c76 
Le6 
€crtt 


OcOT 
€06 
bSOT 
26 
eet 


ud 


Z6L 
L06 
LL8 


9€8 
LL8 
9T8 
TEL 
OT6 


988 
OTs 
798 
998 
S6L 


TT6 
976 
£66 
628 
8c8 


ad bp 


SL8 yEe9 
S66 SL9 
S28 veo 
ve6 7c9 
Sz8 veg 
098 ve9 
006 Ego 
9T8 Ss9 
€€8 peg 
PEe6 ¥e9 
wa¢ wad 
dsesuneqem 


ajjopuekm ‘twetyq ‘uutyT 


TSL 
pL8 
vL8 


€€8 
bL8 
€Ts8 
89L 
898 


788 
L408 
6S8 
£98 
Z6L 


L7t8 
OLL 
6LL 
978 
S78 


ad € 


€6S 
€6S 
€6S 


€6S 
€6S 
€6S 
€6S 
€s9 


Leg 
€6S 
€6S 
€6S 
€6S 


Trg 
z09 
€6S 
z09 
€6S 


ad Zz 


oT 


b8P 
€es 
ses 
v8P 
€z2s 


69% 
€Lb 
b8Ph 
69 
OLE 


ud Tt 


‘go0umeYs 


ely 
6EF 
ely 
eth 
ely 


CTY 
CTF 
OZ 
ely 
clr 


ud 


0 


. 


. 


uosutyotd 
*projymery 
* ayoueuon 
“** *pnotp 


*-uoqanog 


Seiad ee led ec stars Lawes dinreierdustelarsl ous zeqieg 


*uosispuy 


SHILNNOD NWVLITOdOULANNON 


yotmbpses ‘AdazeyH ‘AST Ang 


‘eBbeso ‘uoszezjor ‘uosyoer 


Aorta 


azsuums 
ueydtuogd 
*aTuoqemej jog ‘Areay 
se TBnog 

‘yqZaomueareyT ‘uosuyor 
ut[TyuerZ 


ZLVLS UTUIJTM WEUW UWA JO seTqunoD 


00S 
TLY 
Ber 


00S 
00S 
89% 
vrP 
€z2s 


90S 
€9P 
c8P 
SEP 
8EP 


Tes 
L9OF 
BEF 
SbP 
OS? 


ad Tt 


aovd 


Z6E 
ZOF 
cOPv 


2OPv 
cov 
COP 
SSE 
CUP 


CED 
COD 
ObF 
St? 
cOF 


60P 
v9F 
cOF 
80% 
cOP 


ad 


660T L66 
ZOZT 066 
ceLtp OSS 
690T 898 
LET S8ILT 
ECE: 650 
O8SE LEéct 
602T Lb6 
way wee 
ss" *QQ10M 
*obeqouutm 


- 


*++-9udem 


ueang uep 


ee *zoTAeL 


. 


see *xXNOTS 


“yqnouwdTd 


ee “abeg 
“***ueTtig.0 
- AzewoHjuoy_ 
* +++ *euoUON 


(ike teT heer sere eee es Treuszen 
(aetee eae inches eaeeeeeen eyseren 
PARE eWOdd Nw EO eES ISN Oe 
4RERAEREREERE SS Tri 
Feeds wa KR errr rer Tre ++ synyooy 


SAHILINNOD NWLITOdOXULANNON 


€cL 
TOL 
6€9 
LLg 
9LL 
ST8 
T68 
O9L 


ud 


SNISNOH ONILSIXS YOA SLNAY LAWAWVW ALVA 


f76 
098 
098 
866 
L¥8 


096 
ZL8 
T60T 
€86 
9L8 


ad F 


vrs 
82S 
CLY 
40S 
06S 
629 
6TL 
c9S 


ud 


f6L 
6SOT 
6L8 
868 


896 
068 
006 
006 
OSOT 


OSOT 
cvs 
Z60T 
6T8 
LL8 


TT2T 
STOT 
£66 
O€8 
OT6 


ad 


O6L 
998 
LS8 
O€6 
O6L 


S76 
698 
Les 
086 
€L8 


ud € 


6EP 
LT? 
69% 
69% 
98S 
86% 
65 
eS 


ud 


6EL 
c8L 
€b8 
8S8 


S6L 
€9L 
9LL 
vvL 
6EL 


7L8 
S8L 
TTOT 
6EL 
vL8 


cS8 
6EL 
TO08 
88L 
878 


ae € 


be9 
T¥9 
VES 
LbL 
ves 


099 
peg 
beg 
S99 
veg 


€6S 
86S 
€6S 
ZL9 


£6S 
609 
66S 
€6S 
€6S 


€6S 
O€9 
LEZ 
€6S 
€6S 


789 
€6S 
€¢9 
€6S 
T89 


ad 2 


TLY 
68h 
697 
@Ss 
69% 


LSS 
694 
bes 
86h 
SEs 


L9b 
CoP 
08% 
cts 


CPP 
OS? 
c9F 
TSP 
09% 


86h 
PTS 
Sbs 
BEF 
00S 


£95 
b6h 
T8P 
BEF 
80S 


ad tT 


clr 
LT? 
cTy 
89S 
cle 


6c 
cle 
ets 
96E 
clr 


cOF 
6EF 
LLY 
veP 


7OF 
eT? 
90% 
cOD 
20F 


20F 
Ley 
66% 
cOF 
cOF 


€GS 
cOF 
9EF 
cO0F 
TSP 


ud 0 


. 


*anqedeq 
-+ Ka TMop 
-*Kazjop 
oo 8 Set! 


*suusfayod 


LERCH OS OO SS OR 
SEMA SAE EIS Sa S NEES ER eS oy 
DSS SIE SSS SES OOS Se Se 
[ELSES SSS OPS FS SAS eo SS eee 
ERE OG EOS, FS: OES SS. SSO ae Oe 


SAILNNOD NWVLITOdOULANNON 


eee ee ae: Ge 
settee eee eee eyo gy 


‘e3TYOTM 
‘eyodoL 


"c+" *WAWH Su ‘AQunOD zeuuns 
"++ WSW SU-OW ‘Ydesor *35 
‘ueqqeyuen 
‘a0uezMeyT 


seer eee eee syon sy 


PASSES Se “WSN SX 
VWAWH SY-OW ‘44TD sesueyy 


‘°° waWH Su ‘AQuUNOD uTTYUeTgZ 


SVW3aUVY UNA NWLITTOGOULaN 


SYSNWM 


etree tere eee recess squBTIM 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


ee 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
‘ 
« 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


“yeTYSouuTM 
“++ *z38Qsqom 


‘ortedem 


++ -uoTun 
oo + spams 
--Aqreus 


**probbuty 
eS ee ee ee ee, 


"O7LW OTed 
***eTOaDsO 
*suTqQeOSHW 
****g0z2u0N 


TT94o3 TW 


* "uOoTIeHW 
*** *qoOAT 
**estnoy 


**-ugnssoy 
*uosrezjer 


SAHILNNOD NYLITOdOULAYNNON 


penutzuods WMOT 


TeuTA GTO? AA - @ AINGAHOS 


59807 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





uo_xeTpuseg ‘uojQUEyY 
€ZTT 098 veo 
L¥8 O6L PES 
06 LE6 9€9 
LvOT L68 OZL 
L*8 O6L veo 
€2TT Sts ¥e9 
870T Té68 £06 
O90T L468 ¥69 
e726 sss veo 
696 8s8 Peg 
TTOT 666 SLO 
698 OTs 0Ss9 
Lt8 O6L C9 
626 S76 ve9 
686 O6L ves 
LE6 vE6 veg 
226 S6L peg 
796 ves eco 
PPOT Sts peo 
068 628 999 
Lv8 O64 peg 
276 O6L veg 
LE6 PEE Peg 
226 cT6 peg 
776 O6L veg 
STITT vEe6 Peo 
O€OT S88 ves 
ZS8 678 reg 
LE6 ves peo 
TROT 198 9L9 
726 €Ts8 ves 
Le6 vEe6 Peo 
ud + ad ud Z 
ST 


query 
zeq4sqem ‘uosrTSpuSsH 
enzey ‘utTprzey 
B6taL ‘uerystayo 
‘UTRETTES ‘Treqduey ‘useyoerg ‘suceg 
uesrizeM ‘uUosuOWp, 
ALWLS UTYURZTIM WHUW UWA FO Sat QuNoD 
69% clPy ee eee ee eee eee $4 eee ee 
69% S9F CoCo eC eee ero eee eee eeees 
OL? €lP ooo ereecere eee eee eee eee ns 
ZES 89F ee ee eeeeuers en 
78h ZlP C6TOCC THE CEVE Der ew EDO 
TL? ZLP CVOC CR OEERER ES WS COT ES 
oss 6S SCC OC CHOC OSCE CCR EHH DHHS 
bbS €€sS 66604 Kees VOCE N Oe COWES 
SES ZIP eSiWee NWER-Wincee Nee 
€8b ZlUP eececerrcesce eee eer eee esece e 
66% bdr er 6 .4-6+6.0-% 
08% ZZp tees teees 
69% Zr C4 OECERERC VOCE O ED EOE @ 
ses Zr CCCHCCC OOOH COE EO CHOS rm 
ses clr SECC CEH SE NEW ECE OES s 
S6P ZUP CoC CC OCC ORCC EO REO HEE OS 
Tts ZLP 666886 OSE 0.6 8 8 SEO OHS EOS 
Ses Clty SCORES COV ECHR DVO HESC ES 
S6P l6P SOUS OS ORD Se O:6 68S OES 
Z6P €€Pp COSCCESCEC OSHC HOH EHEH HEHE 
69% Ze cece 
TLY clr CHEESE OCR ESE HE Re CRS 
GSEs ZlP CSCC TSE CHOSE OEE EOE HEHEHE 
TLP tly CRE VATOES ATED CHES HS 
69% tly WEEE TERT HSS © Sea ewe 
[8Pr ZIP SCHCCECSC OTE COCKE HEHEHE OD HES 
667 ZUP eeceeeeeneeeeeesee eeeses 
8Tts ZlP CECEECEEO SEEDS Cos 64.464 
ses clr cee eee ee ee ee oe tee ae 
PES 80S a ee ee 
v6 Zr CROWS Me wet med towed 
ses ely coerce ecoss CR VVOREDEDS 
Gat deo 
aOoWvd 


St6 

€00T 
8TeTt 
e?eTtt 
eLtt 
cTtot 


T88 
8T6 
960T 
S€oT 
S90T 
Les 


ud - UAE 


****uOSTTM 
uoqbutysem 


*++++oGarzL 
***suaeaaqs 
**pzozzeqs 
*+-*upulzeys 
+++ *paremes 


+++ -9uTTes 


te eee cusny 
eyo 2: 


+++ *90uMmMeg 
***gur0qsoO 


+++ + eyeuon 
“96 © SE S20N 


**TTeyoIUTW 
**TTeyszeW 
*wosrseydoNW 


++ +++ pMoTY 
-++*Xureoy 
*-ueueSpox 
*+*-*zaedaey 
*poomuse1ty 


“YQIOMSTIE 


SHILBNNOD NWLITIOdOULAIWNNON 


LOL 
ToL 
PPL 
T8L 
69L 
6S9 


ud 


SNISHOH SNILSIXS YOd SINAY LAWAWN AIVA 


eos 
8SS 
b9S 
66S 
64S 
66h 


ud 


Le6 
L96 
o76 


€ett 
706 
Le6 
Lb8 
L€e6 


vEOoT 
L¥8 
Lt8 
f76 
pSOT 


8LTT 
226 
Lv8 
Lv8 
666 


Lv8 
Lb8 
T98 
T88 
L8 


O60T 
S06 
68TT 
ZEOT 
998 


c76 
c76 
T8tt 
996 
T9OT 


ad 


S2Pp 
072s 
09S 
S¢cs 
€9F 
b8F 


ud 


PEG 
878 
O6L 


606 
9598 
be6 
O64 
bE6 


706 
O6L 
064 
O6L 
p76 


086 
L06 
Tvs 
O6L 
bS8 


O6L 
O6L 
LS8 
Tts 
O6L 


008 
S98 
8h6 
r88 
O6L 


cT6 
Sos 
T88 
588 
064 


ua € 


peg 
$35 
bes 


peg 
beg 
be9 
beg 
bed 


T69 
bes 
rego 
ves 
peg 


s99 
veg 
peg 
LAs) 
beg 


peg 
peo 
bes 
6S9 
peg 


ze9 
peg 
bob 
OTL 
beg 


veo 
veg 
L69 
pes 
beg 


aud 


69F 
zZO0S 
TL? 


ses 
TL? 
90S 
69% 
TLS 


tts 
62S 
69% 
69F 
£67 


OSS 
Sts 
69b 
06% 
60S 


69% 
694 
69% 
8eS 
69% 


Tes 
Ses 
z9S 
82S 
TLE 


TLd 
Ses 
€¢S 
694 
69% 


aud 


“**WaAWH NI-AM-HO 
Fetes e eee eee ees ewon ZY 


Clty 
cep 
elt 


CTY 
cle 
ele 
cle 
elt 


6b% 
ely 
ele 
ely 
cle 


cep 
ely 
ely 
ely 
90S 


ely 
clr 
LLe 
82F 
ely 


LTt 
ely 
S6d 
TS 
ety 


ele 
ety 
est 
TS 
ely 


ad 


SS OSS re AM ‘Xqunop queasy 
SSSI SSS SSS See AN-NI ‘OTTTaAsueagq 
seeeeeeeeeeeeuow AW ‘UMOQUQEQeZTTE 
ssccrc sss * “WINH AM-NL ‘OTTTASYTSTD 
‘UOJSTPPIW- FIeUUTOUTD 
‘usem5 ButtTMog 


SVWaYY YUNA NVLITOdOXLaW 


AWONLNAY 


TREES TESTO CET E TH V8 ¥¥S +8 VES DOOM 
Sere oie ©) © ire S10) erence onl ee ee 
SSE OE ES ee ewer eee 


bee e eee eee ceeereeeeeees sgemOUL 
see e eee cece ence eee ee ees sOgTERS 
beeen cece eee reer ener ees oug ug 
sete eee eeeeeeeeeeeeeess supprzeyg 
oe cece cece scene eneceesseessqaggg 


bette eee eee ee eee eeeeeseTrassny 
weer eee eee eee e eee eee egyooy 
Eo i i iS ieee RR kd | 
bette eee eee eee eee eee egurtmey 
Eee ET TT ee epee oe sdttttud 


i ee yt 1 te 9) 
soe eee ere reese eres eeces © *HORION 
COECCCECE FESS EOE FN SSCS 6s + RRR REE 
*** *ZOq20N 
eo eeressesrecesseosesss o K56MO5 IUCN 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


PES eS SS ee ee eee 
i a Ni italia 
a eee eee ee 
C8CC CHET ORK OE ee °° *ajToouty 
Se ee (ere ae ee wae eine one «nee 


Coe e cere reer sees ecceess + strpMHUTY 
tet eee cere ee eee ee eee eT ramap 
teen ee ee eee eee ee eee es TrayseH 
“uozT TWeH 
++ XaTeerD 


. 
. 
’ 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


SESE See eee ee tees eee Se 
eee ewan ee re ees eee een nee 
Se Oe eee eee eee re 
ie SRO ree eV ERS ee ewe ee Oe ee) ie 
eee mem ee ee ewe meee spaeapy 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 
penutzuoos SwSNvy 


Teuta GTO? AT - @ AINGEHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59808 





€€OT 9GL €8S Ter Gey 2 Teer ropes re AO ea so "memo 
886 TOs 8SS ElP Ott UR ON ee TET TE Te EE Ee SEP TOUOTN 
SEs Z28 8SS ZeP 6E% SHH SC MCE SHORES OHH S OOO OER Te 
9bL S69 8SS 91h €lh Sree ey res Rea enn *s07u0W 
968 O9L T9S Ley ae) OT EE See ie a 
708 T08 895 A 7 LIP See A teen oer ee Pe vos ss OSCE 
T68 958 L99 €6P LSt 5 a a tes eos eso TRIPLE 
ZBL S69 8GS Zp ie .. “Pte SHEER ESS ee SSS Cae 
ZBL 89L 8SS TLP 61h RISERS SLE AIP RY SESS RSTO) SERN ETE Sh 8 ce a eae CRS) OE 
Z8L S69 8SS ZIP Ol? CUTER ECTS COCKE EH EO 8S 4 CNT Kip 
sve ctze ess TLh 6Th “°*°* PL eR Ne LAT Tey he **uoqsbutaty 
SPL 9EL 8Ss lr OTF BGG EIS 4 PINES SASS 8S OSC IOS SE OTIS 0S Cee 
9FL S69 8SS ele OTF Ee Petre ie a a ae 
796 OZL 8SS O€P 61h Bien ake AD ee eer SsousIMeT 
L08 p08 8SS tlP Olt BIEN a ears Hee pee eon pliant O12 5. 
9bL €2L 85S tle Olt BS iOS BOE ESR Soe so 09 0° -GOSadOr 
856 728 69S €vP Ter SES RG rane eae oat *-sutTydoH 
9bL S69 8SS tlP Cre wes wie oie ee ena SSRI eee 
ZE8 6SL 8SS TLP ieee) ear ee w on Sa ep ere 7° ° *etzey 
’S8 G8L 8Ss¢ 82h Gre 9 fee" pee ee Sie ane erate *-uoskeryp 
9T8 £T8 Z8s T6P Lev LEE ES Se Le eee cee ee * “Bete 
b66 066 ZL9 6%S tld BORE RES BRR RE Boge Se SS ES Ree 
Sz8 zz8 85S LLY 61h SPEED PVE RESIS eS YR ISAS SRO) SO BEE * + *HuTweTa 
ZBL S69 8S¢ Chr 61 aR Aa TE Sh 1A Ripe CR Sa aR eee RAS) YR SS Oniy ee 
Tos 86L 8SS ILY 61h SES SS 8 SR SUR TS BENS ese Ree **uepueqatazp 
886 zz8 8SS TLY 61% BES AE Seige ere ye aR Sara oe Ses ae! 
886 O8L 8SS ILt See « 2°r es SSS Eee SSS Se S208 tek eee ae 
OSL 669 T9S €LP Cth PSAP RE SSE SEIS) 9S Benard) 9, Sa Dee 
O6L L8L 8SS OL? 61 EPR Rarer way a ee BPSeALPE TSE TTOMPTeod 
Sz8 228 8SS $SP 6T% PE TRG RIE ASUS! exe Sheree ee Or eo Om ce 
980T 258 €19 €SP OS? Sy SPSS BP) Bose lene ee tue: ee: Wie SRS thee eau 
Sz8 zz8 8SS 69% 61h BRAS a SON BARS BAS A ae SAAS Sie SESS 2 Seria 
€1T6 SOL 8SS SUF Olt BERR SUR PARROTS RSF SAREE 8 SSPE SG eer aes 
$28 728 89S LL? 6L¥ PEGE REEL SE SR RRS FS RR DO ee 
wap ude waz wat wao SHIINQOD NWLITOdOULSNNON 

Aqteus LIttl TS6 

ueSsTOW ‘HYOOOuUeCH ‘ssotaegd 996 698 

UOSTON S96 86 

SePeeN 626 926 
eTqUtTzaL ‘zeoueds ‘weypto ‘uosazezzor ‘AzueH ‘3ZATTING PSTT OZOT 
ProFpCoomM *39090S ‘euturesser ‘aq qekeg ‘yAeTD ‘uoqanog LEZT SOTT 

dnusei1p ‘pkoq SEeO0T €br8 
HLWLS UTYQRTIM WHAW UWA FO SeTzuNOD Ud b AA E 

9T wOWd 


80L 
ZL9 
€b9 
£9 
LeL 
9LL 
8E9 


ad c 


886 
886 
LeOT 
L08 


e8L 
886 
c8L 
860T 
9%8 


SPL 
8SL 
StL 
€78 
666 


L6L 
L66 
StL 
cvs 
69L 


078 
Sé8 
POOT 
9b6 
SzB8 


886 
cBL 
TEOT 
968 
886 


9LL 
9824 
b68 
S96 
S28 


ad 7 


€cS 
L6¥ 
60S 
€87 
c6S 
€6S 
6TS 


ad 


O6L 
S69 
€b8 
LTLZ 


vTL 
708 
6eL 
8L8 
OLL 


S69 
SZL 
S69 
0z8 
9bL 


p6L 
606 
S69 
S69 
994 


S69 
cf8 
STL 
S69 
228 


98L 
O9L 
006 
768 
28 


S69 
€82 
C6L 
628 
228 


wa € 


02S 
6L% 
CrP 
607 
LOS 
80S 
O8e 


ad 


8SS 
8sS 
08s 
9LS 


85S 
8SS 
S85 
029 
8T9 


8SS 
8SS 
8SS 
8SS 
b9S 


8SS 
TTL 
8SS 
8cS 
8SS 


89S 
8Ss 
L9S 
8SS 
8SS 


8SS 
8SS 
TT9 
Sz9 
8SS 


8SS 
8SS 
99S 
999 
84S 


SNISNOH ONILSIXY wos 


6TP 
OEF 
68h 
9tF 


TLY 
TLe 
cEP 
SLD 
987 


OCF 
cle 
9S 
TLY 
SLY 


ely 
009 
Cee 
ely 
TL? 


T2y 
TLY 
tLyp 
9EF 
6b 


CoP 
cle 
STS 
0cS 
TLY 


TL? 
LO? 
8Th 
o€s 
ely 


SIN 


9Th 
Te 
9Eb 
A 


6TP 
6T? 
62% 
ELe 
€8P 


a 
OT? 
6Th 
61d 
vCtP 


OT? 
bes 
6TP 
cot 
6TH 


61? 
6T? 
9th 
6TY 
6TF 


89E 
OT? 
6S 
cot 
61 


61? 
DPE 
9ST? 
Les 
OT? 


LaAavN 


eee wee ewww ne S98 REa ER SO: Soe See oe aay 
oO 8 OOS SRO SS O88 88: 0 9b oe SE eae TET on 
eeoeeesccorecscrseseses e K7QNO5IUON 
VES EES RSS ON SO Ee SSS ee a ee 


weet eee eee eee tenses ee sgaz tua 
wee eee eee eee ee eee ee eee surqzey 
wate eee eee eee errr eee es uote 
a eens tees e ee eeee++-uostpen 
uwseyZoeIDOW 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
e 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


CUE ACE EOE OWS OW 6 006 CRE 
eee eee eee ene SS :9Se/ O:9 019) S958 SECO ET 
SES SER) SAR) SSNS SSS eR AAA 8S <a 


Serre reer ere r cece ree ncceee se eaar 


SSR RTS AR aie: Bi ghee eerie Saye eile Ve len eee ae aes 


eb Lolso 
Steet eee ee eee ee eee sosHDen 
sete e eee ee eee ee + supUMOTH 


ee coceecese*s* + -YOSTIAZeH 
CHCDRADREEA SS soccer eee cc cee ss oupaID 
see ee cee ees sere reece eee ss sQaRID 
eee ere reer ero r eee see ee => -GOATHhs 


bane Ra SE RU Rete tba oi Sa5 Rie Seb SEs ATA es tS erry 
SIS EP RSC Ret Sel 5658 e688 8 FESO ee ron eet 
SH eee Sees ee eres ees 4s + STE T TOCuM) 


ee 062 +e * Oar Ts) 
9:8) S RSA AORN OE: SERS OGD BOR 8Y SS: eS 6) eager 
REELS RS SS AD P8 SRA eS eS 89 einer ee ee 
EEG OSS Ss Se 8 SS S'S SRS 8:98) 2S Reman) 
SPORE SESS ASR RS RRS ONE, CG Se 918s ee een 


wee cece cece cere ees saa reaperg 
wee cece cece eee e etn er cess err eg 
werert tT et tte te 
ote e tees esenseeeeeeees+ suOszepEY 
beeen cece eee cece eee sees ear epy 


SHILINQO) NWLITOdOXULAWNON 


cosets sssssswaWH AM ‘AQunoD Aqteys 
ste eeeeeeeeeeeeswon ZY ‘OOqsuEMO 
sore seccssswawH AW ‘AQuNOD uosTeENn 
core eeece es suwaH AWM ‘AQUNOD epeeN 
seeeeeeee + ewaWH NI-AW ‘OTTTASTNOT 
corse wSW AM ‘89Q9eAeq-U0QBuTxeT 
“WSH HO-AM-AM ‘pueTysy-uojzbutqunyg 


SWHaW UWA NWLITOdOULaN 
penutzuoo AWOOLINAY 
aiwa 


Teuta Stozc Ad - @ AINGHHOS 


59809 





Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





978 Zr8 LZ9 62S €6F Saree ne eee. eee Cee ee 


S€6 868 L279 €9% 09% SATIRE OES SEES Se ip di. AU, I. ME <M alld at | 
OZOT Z08 $E9 OL CLP SPOUSE NESS Tee Vere oa eee 6LTT 860T Z88 ZS9 926 Te ee ee SS See ee ee oe ee or en 
exit €96 099 “ss 6ts see eee ceeeverceceeses sHOET EEO, CES TOL EDEN 8H Netter eect cere ceree seer gppues 
TEZT TSOT zee ZOL L¥S ELSE LESSEE SST CSS ee St eee 096 L68 6£9 6L¥ OLY SEPT TEES URS ee “39 
8€8 98L L429 €96 T2b NEPEREVEA SANE SS YESSY Me ee 
ci. SM MM SARE. MMMM lt nae lai autqes ng MI AM cA <M li pueTyoty 
ee: ee 8 ARSENE STE see eats TOATA pou a See. See Re. ee, | EERSTE Peers sere SOyoo9 TYoIeN 
Szot tec 429 69% 99% ose eeeseceeseereescess sognomezeg SEQ 208 LED EGH OHO t tee tees cere ees sro E pI 
PTET 620T Z2bL £09 665 TEES ES SOT SAS ASSL E e e SG ER CAE «GRR TTT N TEN TORR er et yee tee es ae 
oo ae Se ee REPRE ee eee ees S}AeC UOSTEZzeL o-oo | cee ee) eee RAPA SRR eRe eee ere wosyoer 
€s6 888 €IL “LzS  €2S TREATS SSOE SERS RS Se COCO. StH 48h COR OEP fh RENO TREO ER TON Ot ee ee er emErERS 
z7s8OfSLZD ENB NF CASAS EES SET Te SCOTT TEL GED CER (OSH FMT TT OST St Eoer ore sere tCEEED BONE 
a. ee re See | BREN rer eaee ere ee eTproo9U0D Se ee eR eurogTeTo 
a Se See Oe ee PPR SRMN ESPEN ES eee Ses eTnoyezeD Cnet 806 400 G85 teh ttt Th Otetee REA YSE RES ae TI@“PTeD 
St6 $26 L729 62S €6F TEP RSMAS SST SES SS eS 23,9 ee Me 
680T T06 Lz9 €9% Str LEIS SSE w SESE eee Se re 8S6 26 Lz9 62S C6 COTO EET E TEES FON 8008 CTA eee 
06s «(4es) kes sSes)StCS eee eee cess eereseeceseoesecupETy OPE £98 LED LDCR H TNT e eee e ec ee ees ee ce cpeneoy 
aap wee wet MAT wa o SHILNQOD NVLITOdOULENKNON aap wae wet MAT uso SHILNNOD NVLIIOdO¥LSWNON 


0208 8d ‘Opped ‘TeTSSO@ SPIT 6hOT 2S LL9 POD “rrr TTT WEN WI ‘AITO TeTssog-310deserys 
Auemmey ‘4g ‘3stadeq ey} uyor ‘qs 


‘seTazeuD “AS ‘’paeuzsg “45 ‘Soutwenbe{td ‘sueeTAO ‘uOSAezzZeC EFPT Z6TT 056 LOL ee «Go ee eee ee WSW WI ‘teuUesy-STITeAeW_-SuUeSeTAO MON 
uotuy ‘eQtTyoeno Z06 tres SL9 Zs 80S LESSEE LSE SET SOS eee ST See SS See ‘s0ru0K 

uorsueD ‘NSTSPOTeD CZ9TT 6F6 etd S9S wee OR ee pe eer corse cce ss eWSH WI ‘seTzeyD syeT 

UfIzeM “IS ‘OQIeABZET EZZT 686 BSL GEO LLH “rrr rssressosrsesecercccccceccs owe Wy ‘eqQekezeT 

SeTTTAzeqI 066 Lv8 L29 €9F MEE a ee ae eae ee WAWH WI ‘YUStaed STTTAsreqr 


euucgetIzeL ‘eyoanoze] ITET L496 OL LOS GLE clr rr TTT NSH WI ‘xnepoqtyz-euep nodeg-eunoy 
eURTOTTEeZ 390M ‘eBbnoy ucqeg 4soem ‘euUeTeH “4S ‘aeednoD squtoOg 


‘uOqQSHUTATT ‘eURTOTTAagd Aseq ‘aBnoy uojeg 4Sseg ‘UOTSUSOSW FIT £66 L6L 699 Seg TSR S ees os Ore eee et este + eee tee wore 
septdey ‘3ueipn g8SsOT 226 089 6SS ee EE CIS eee es eh ate ny ere oS NO te a ee EO 


AIVLS UTYITM WEUV UWA JO SeTQUNCD Ya F Yd Ee Bat wat wa o SYSUY UNF NVLITOAOULaW 
WNWISINOT 

a cee ee CSS ESSE O teres cePere "** OF TOM 

$66 T8L 8LS Lt bP eee meee eee eee --XOTITUM ZBL S69 8SS eer 61TF CEASA ESE RS OSE ESSEC 8S SS ee 
Ss8  TS8 829 O€S Lb SECS SLES SSE PLES — S66. See Be RR RRSP eee e ses este teen tes 
ots 808 8SS 69% 61 See SO ene nna ae ee eee ele ee ne B86L PPL L6S Ler SOE 2S SES SS Se eS eee SSS ee aS SS See eee 
Tes 6€L €65 8h Shh vTtttT ibaa eaEe? "+++ suosduts a oe ee Ct RSE t Peete sees ‘cesses TTessny 
9TOT LOS 869 82S OTF Serene ran ernest eee *  WeMOY Ste 686i «6UEE (STR ETH TT TNO e se ee sess Og RaRROEE 
€48 9LL €29 096 Lt atoll iti | 6 EE RRP A Steet e eae esos OO 
oe ee: ee ee ee | PRESS RERS ORR AR SSSR REPRE TLe8Mog ee. ae. S... TE... Bi adbebaaasabekdasaiecis > exTd 
a, ee ee ee ee Arzed a eee ee ee eR PETERSON Eee ree Ee eA Se? Kat sao 
wap Yee YEZ YF T ua Oo SHILNQOD N¥LIIOdOwLSWNON aay ude waz Yat ado SHILNQOD NWLIIOdONLSHNON 


penutyuoo AWMOOINAY 


LT dvd SNISQOH ONILSIXd wYOd SLINSY LAMAWN YIVd TePUTA STOZ Ad - @ AINAGAHOS 





Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59810 


UMOQ YAOR ‘UMOQ YOtMAVG yYANOS 
‘uMO} AIORQTM *’UMOQ YOTTR ’UN0OQ YOtMAsgd JO sumoQ AQunoD YyIoR 
uUMOR STTSEM ‘UMOQ OTOG7TeReM 
‘uMOQ YStetTdeysg ‘umoqQ przozueg ‘ARTO Ooeg ‘UMOQ PTeTysuOSszeg 
*umoQj 3gtnbunSo ‘umoj xOTMISG YRION ‘UMOQ PTSTFMON 
‘umMOQ UPUAT ‘IMO YOTIEUTY ‘uUMOQ WOURGaT ‘uUMOZ AIOdyuUNQqeuUey 
‘umoQ yUNqsuUSsy ‘uUMOQ uOQAeq ‘UMOQ YSTtUIOD ’AATO pzrozepptg 
‘UMOQ TePUNIW ‘UMOQ PeAJTW ‘UMOQ UOJWOW JO sumoq AQunoD yAoK 
UMOR YOTMTOOM 
*umO3 Uded 3SemM ‘UMOQ weysdoL ‘uMOQ puOWYyoOTY ’uMOQ BHbangsddtud 
‘IN sutyreg ‘UMOQ UMOQeBAcEeDd ‘uMOQ wWeyUTOpMoOg ‘UMC UTOPMOg 
‘AARTO qaeqd ’umoQ oTsmoazrw JO sumoQq AQunoD soyepebes 
UMOQ YOReG PAeYOAO PTO ‘uMoQ u0oABbutTwtq7 
*UMOQ STTTOH ‘’UMOQ uOAXNg FO sumoQq ARAunoD AAOK 
umMojZ YqQnourex ‘UMOQ weypuTM ‘AQTO yoorqysemM 
‘UMOQ YStpuexgs ‘ARTO pueTArod yAnos ‘umoq ySnorzoqze.sg 
‘UMOQ puoutkey 4AQTO pueT}zAOg ‘UMOQ YQNOWAe, YRION 
‘UMO} pueTSI Buoy ‘umoq AerH ‘umoQ weyxr0H5 ‘umoQ puejrsr efArzg 
‘UMOQ 32AOdeSezqy ‘UMOR YYNowTe, ‘uMoRZ pueTrequmy 
‘UMOQ ODSeD ‘uUMOQ pPUeTSI enbeeqeyo 
‘umoQq YReqeztTa aded jo sumoq AQunoDd pueptrzsequny 
UMOQ STTTAPOOmM ‘uMmoq uuTM ‘In Asuqtym ‘uoTQeAQueTd z9aqsqom 
‘rn ATquom, ‘umoj uosjze ys ‘umMo}Z aT TTAsoeyS ‘umoq pTatybutads 
‘uoTqeque{td steoqes ‘In sstquerg ‘umoq yynoudTg ‘uMoQ us jeg 
‘umoq Seoyumpessed ‘In yoosqousd yYAION ‘uMOQ AzOdMEN 
‘umoq yBSanqmon ‘uMOoQ oseydD AuUNOW ‘UMORZ ZOYXOOUTTIW 
‘umoqj Aempaen ‘UMOQ PTSTIXeW ‘UMOQ HesyuemegjyjeN ‘UMOQ TTeMoT 
‘UMOQ UTOOUTT ‘UMOQZ QUeAST ‘UMOF Be] ‘UMOQ ST[TASYeT 
‘umoq eSuerfet ‘rn uewSury ’uMoq uospnH ‘UMOQ pueTMOH 
‘UMOQ YSNqusery5 ‘UMOQ PUeTAeH ‘UMOQ TeqexW ‘uMOQ eUqg 
‘umMo} PTeTju_ ‘uMOQ HanqutpgA ‘UMOZ JYSeYOOUTTITW 3SeR 
‘IQ ZOOSqoueg TerqUeD ASeq ‘UOTQeQUeTd MeIq ‘UMOQ AUOUXTG 
‘UMOQ 2eQxXeqd ‘UMOQ YAUTAOD ’umOA euUUTIOD ‘UMOQ UOAFTIO 
‘UMOQ TeASeyD ‘uUMORZ UoJSeTIeYD ‘uOoTAeQUeTd TTOr7eD 
‘umoj TeureD ‘uMOoW uoAHSutjtang ‘umoj AsTperg ‘umoQR pzozperzg 
‘En aTABay ‘uMoQ uoqTW JO sumoA AQAuMOD JoOoSqouag 
uUMOQ SOTEM 
‘UMOQ ASsuUIN], ‘UMOQ sn{AeEqeS ‘UMOR PUPTOg ‘uMOQ WOUTH 
4UMOQ STTeA OTUBYDOW ‘UMOQ STTEA STOMASATT ‘UMOQ |BTOWISATT 
‘uUMOW UCdGsTT ‘ARTO uoASTMAaT ‘UMOQ SpaseT ‘UMOq aUaaID 
‘umoR weyang ‘AqtToO uanqny Jo sumoq AjunoD uthboosoipuy 
umoj oBeqes “UMOQ [TPUMOg ‘UMOQZ ABQASBONOTH MON 
‘umoq soTden ‘umoQ uostazazeyH ‘uMOQ TTeMsdzeH ‘UMOQ YOtMsunag 
‘umo3 uo{Zbptag ‘uUMOQ uTMpPTed Jo sumoq AjunoD puetrzequnp 
UMOR STZePOA ‘UOTReAASSeY pPuUeTSI wetpul Aoosqouseg 
‘umo3 uoAbutazo ’umoj ouo10 
‘AQT UMOL PTO ‘UMOQ PAOCTTTW ‘uMOQ Hbeoysnpusy ‘umoZ uspToH 
‘umoQ uowrAeH ‘UMOQ UspduUreH ‘’UMOQ UANqUaTDH ‘uMOQ uoABbuTppH 
‘AQTO Jemaerg ‘AQTO zobueg Jo sumoqA AQuNOD Joosqouseg 


ALWLS UTYITA VWEUYW UWA FO SqueuoduoD 


8T dsdvd 


98L “ccc cc crests waWH EW ‘YOTMIEeG YyNog-AI9RR4TN-YIOR 
OR NS i a i “WAWH (222d) BW ‘AQUNOD yIOA 
Seer LESS SSS SSeS eNews ee WAWH AW ‘AQUNOD dsoyepebes 
OfL octttt gaan dele hs oleae ar atete Wrens 6 +s+es+sswoWH SW ‘“pUeTII0g 
Bbb “ccc ccc es crt sess waWH (32ed) BW ‘AQUNOD JoOOSqouSd 
66¥ ee ee mw www ewe eer wer eee *“"WSW AW ‘uaznqny-uojys TMs T 
BG). Saisie s RSS ee es WAWH (32ed) aw ‘AQunoD pueTtzeqund 
TLS PRELL SELES RERER ED FF OOH H OO WS 81096 Cee meee qW ‘z0bueg 
wa 0 SWaaW YUNA NWYLITOGOULEaN 

ANIWAW 


ONISHOH ONILSIXS WOd SINTA LHMAWW BYIWA TPUTA GTOZ Ad - @ AINGAHOS 


59811 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





‘umoj pletspeed ‘umoQ ydtopuey ’umMOR U09S3RATd ‘UMOQ pueTHXeO 

‘UMO} UOUTSA JUNOW ‘UMOQ YANOWTOWM ‘UMOR AS ssyoueN 

‘UMOQ PTSTFYORTI ‘AQTO TTSMOTTeH ‘AQTO AeuTpreH ‘uwMOQ aq Qerkeg 

‘UMOQ SOTepHutuzegq ‘UMOQ UOAUTTD ‘UMOQ eUTYD ‘uMOQ evesTeyD 
‘UMOQ UOQUS_ ‘uMOQ epeaBbleg ‘AQtToO eqsnBny ‘umojQ uotqtw PZ0T T1396 994 66S SA cee ee ee een mee et BW ‘AQuNOD ceqeuuey 

UMOQ AOGAeH AVQUTM ‘UMOQ WeYUITeM ‘’UMOQ pUeTSI euoz9, 

‘UMO} WORUSTL ‘UMOQ QUOWseTL ‘UMOQZ PURTSI stems ‘uMoR ArINS 

/UMOQ UPATTING ‘UMOQ UORHuTuojs ‘uMOQ AOqITeH AsemyqQNOS 

‘umoq OQUeTATOS ‘UMOQ YOtTMHpsesg ‘umoQ Aoosqousgd 

‘uUMOQ STQO ‘UMORZ UAOGSO ’UMOQ PURTIO ‘1M AOOdueH JsemyRAON 

‘UMOQ 4178eSeq WNOW ‘LN PUPTSI ITeYUSAPW ‘UMOQ STTTASTIeEW 

‘UMOQ SuUTOUeT ‘UMOQ YOOOURH ‘UMOQ pUod AeeIrH ‘UMOQZ OCATOGspTNoyH 

‘umoq OtOqyoUSzgA ‘UMOQ UTTHUeAA ‘AQTO YAAOMSTITR 

‘LQ YoooueyH Ase_ “*UMOQ YOOAQAQsewW “UMOQ STSTI A99eq ‘UMOQ weYypsed 

*uMOQ SOTSI ArAequerID ‘IN YoooueH TerqQUeD ‘UMOQ suUTyASeD 

‘UMOQ JIOdsSyoOng ‘UMOQ STTTAsSyoorIG ‘UMOQ uUTTYyoorg 
‘UMOQ TITH enTa@ ‘UMoQ AoOqazeH reg ‘UMOZ BAOANY ‘UMOF YSASeUMY EC€TT STITT sts 999 Be eee ree Se SS ae eeerem. eee eer 

In wewkm ‘umo>Z uORTITM 

‘LA UTTAuUeAG TeazqUeD JsemM ’UMOQ PTeM ‘UMOQ oTduUEL 

‘umoj Hu0rz3sg ‘LN utTyuezZ yyAnos ‘uoTAejueTd zaaty Apues 

‘uotqequetd Aseteabuey ‘umoqj AatTebuey ‘umoQj sdrtrtttyd 

‘LO UTTYuUeA_Z YAAON ‘uMOQ paeASUTA MON ‘UMOQ UOrTeYS MON 

‘umMOq pTtapew ’umoj pTtetsHuty ’umoq Aec ‘umoyj AazAsnpur 

‘umojZ uoySuturzeqg ‘UMOQR STASNA ‘IN uTTYAuUeA_ TerQueD Aseg 

‘uotTqequetd setteq ‘uorqeqjuetd uttdop ‘umoq aTTtTaryssyyD 
‘umoq abeyqzeD ‘umoQ AOTTeA WQOESsSeqerzzey ‘uUMOQ UOAW 9SZT €88 604 86S WE aye Spero PARE OL ae Eee ‘seeemm ‘AQunoDd utpTyueaAZ 

UMO} PUB TPOCOM 

‘uotqequertd eT[tazeqjutm ‘umMoQj uojJSsSemM ‘UMOZ pUeTUeURZSOM 

‘UMO4 PT@TIISAeM ‘UMOQ UINQqYyseM ‘UMOR SSePIHETTEM 

‘UMOQ SPEM ‘UMOQ USsANG uPA ‘MOQ WTOYYO0RS ‘Ln eye T orzenbs 

‘LN yooqsoozy yjnog ‘umoq euzAug ‘umoQqQ ueumzseys 

‘uotzequertd uyor “3s ’umMoQq stouerg “45 ‘umoQ eyjeby “45S 

‘uotqequetTd pesy ‘AqTO eTsr enbssrzg ‘uMOoQ syey eHeq1z0d 

‘UMOQ Weyrsgd ‘UOTAeAATSSSeY puUeTSI uUeTpUL Aoosqousag 

‘uoTqequetTd mMogqxQ ‘UMOQ QUOeTAO ‘UMOQ PTSTFAPO 

‘LQ YOORSOCOAW YSOMYRZACN ‘uUMOQ USEpeMsS MEN ‘UMOQ YOTASuTT MeN 

‘UMO] epeUeD MeN ‘UOTJeQUeTd eTTTAYSeN ‘uoTAejUeTd o10W 

4UMO} OTTS°OTIUOWM ‘UMOQ TITIIeW ‘'UMOQ STPIeSeW ‘UMOQ TITH S2IPH 

4UMOQ UoReTdeR ‘UMOQ eYsSeMEpeN ‘UOTAeQUeTd SOYeMoOEH 

4UMOQ MOTPNT ’UMOQ UORSTIATI ‘’uUMOFD SnsuUTT ‘uMoR suo jseUTT 

‘UMOJ STTP4A PUBTSI ’UMOQ UOQTNOYH ‘’uUMOZ UCPpHpoH 

‘umoq ASdsrsH ‘UMOQ STTFAseudeH ‘UMOQ PUOCMMeH ‘UMOQ UT TWeR 

‘UMOQ STSI puerzayg ‘uotJeque{Td poomusT[D ‘uoTjejuertd ptetry3zey 

‘UMOQ ST[TtTAyouUSsAGA ‘’UMOQ QUsYy ZAOF *uUMOQ pPTStTFAteg yAog 

‘UMOQ UOQSeg ‘UMORZ eXeT eTHbeqg ‘umoQ Yyoorg rz9eiq 

‘uotqgeqguetd 2zAp ‘umog TeyshaDd ‘LN azouuop ‘umoq uewdeyyD 

‘IN yooqsoory [Ter4USD ‘UMOQ TTeMSeD ‘UMOQZ T[ITH SeTASPD 

‘uotqequetd Azep ’AQtO noqtzed ‘uMoQ AdsQeMeHptTAag ‘uMOQ sUTeT 
‘uMO  JyoTOUeG ‘uUMOQ puUeTYsy ‘uMoQ AQTuY ‘uMOR YSebeETTY ZF6 098 649 b9S BF ESOS Ee ETE OOS SES Oe TR One: Aer FOOCny 


SSTQUNODS ueqTTOdozajsewuocu uTYyYATM SUMO, wud >’ Ad € Awd 2 udt udo SHILNNOO NWLITOdOULANNON 
penutzuooD FANIVHN 


6T dvd ONISNOH ONILSIXS WOd SINEY LEWAWW YIVA TePuUTA STO?@ AX - A AINAGIHOS 


Federal Register / Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59812 








7UMOQ BOAUOWM ‘UMOQ SsTTTAuUTOOUTYT ‘umoq AQASsqtTT ‘UMOQ xOUYy 
‘UMOD UOSHOeL “UMOQ OAOGSSTSI ‘UMOQ WOpPserzA ‘UMOQ JAOzFYyueAT 
‘umOq weyurng ‘uMOQR SyoOOIG ‘UMOR QuUOUTeSG ‘ARTO YsezTeg 
uotqequertd syz0q7 3S5mM 

‘uotqequetTd sxz0g Seu, ‘UMOQ SYASQS ‘UMOQ UOTOS 

‘UMOZ PTSTFyUITUS ‘uUMORZ UBHeYyMOXS ‘IN sXeT YOowooges 

‘uUMOQ SUeqTYW *3S ‘uMoQ AsTdtyY ‘uotjZequertd sHpty juesesetd 
‘UMOQ PTEeTISI9tG ‘uMoQ erAMTed ‘In yesrseuog AsaeayRION 

‘LN ReSzreWCS YsesUAQAON ‘UMOQ ZOOMSHptAzAON ‘uUMOG puUeTIIOg MON 
*UMOQ MOODSOW ‘UMOQ ABATY SSOOWM “‘uMOQ Asd.TSeK_ ‘uMOQ wostTpen 
‘umoQR ueUTOReP ‘UOTIeJUeTd pueTYBTH ‘uUMOQ puUeTAAeH 

‘umoq AuOWTeH ‘UMOQ PTETJATe, “’uMoQ vapquyg ‘umoqQ ytTorIWEqG 
‘uotqequetTd umoqstuusq ‘UMOQ STTTAuUIOD ‘IN ySesrewosg TerqWUSD 
‘amoqz YUNQeAeD ‘umoOQ ueeUeD ‘uMoQ SsHptaquea 

‘uotqejuetd uoqyhtzg ‘umoz weySutg ‘uMOQ suUeyugW ‘UMOQR uOSsUY 
UMOQ OTJUCUITT IT ‘’UMOQ TOIHUTTTIEM ‘IN stnbejeostg yseayAnos 
‘umoq AOTATYS ‘aUMoQ deqeg ‘UMOQ eTTTAAsHuesg ‘usMoQjQ uewmyieg 
‘IN stnbeqeostg 3semyRI0N ‘IN Stnbejeodstg AseeyQAon 

“UMOQ UOSUOW ‘UMOQ OTIW ‘UMOQ PAOCZPEW ‘UOTJeQUeTd META eXeT 
‘uotTqequetd AanqsButy ‘umoQ pxzOsTtny ‘uUMOQ STTtTausery 

‘UMOQ ZJFOTOKOT-ASaAOq ‘UMOQR STTTAUMOIG ‘UMORZ YyUeqreMog 

‘IN pazeyouetTA ‘UMOQ SACD AsAedgG ‘UMOQ UOSUTYXQW ‘UMOQR WZOQqQYW 
UMOQ YOOASPCOM “‘UMOQR STIe_G ASem ‘UMOQR Pz0zZISQEM 

‘umoj uojdg ‘umMoQ uepems ‘uUMOW ASBUUMS ‘UMOQ MOORS 

‘UMO} weYysuojS “LO prOJXO YANOS ‘uMOR PAOCJumY ‘umMoQ Arnqxoy 
‘UMOQ T9RACgG ‘UMOQ NAdg ‘UMOQ STAeG ‘UMOQ PA0FXO 

‘UMOZ PTETESTIO ‘umoQ AeSMAON ‘’IN PIOFXO YIAON ‘UMOQR AMEN 
‘EO UOJTIW ‘UMOQ OCDTxeW ‘UOTJeQUeTd AemoTTebeW ‘uMOQ TTSeAOT 
‘uoTqQequeTd uUTOOUTT ‘UMOQ WeITH ‘UMOQ UOTqeH ‘UMOR PIOJAIPH 
4UMOQ ASAOCUeH ‘UMOQ POOMUSSIH ‘UMOQ PRSeTTD ‘umoQj BanqedArg 
‘umMOQ PTOeTsXTqd ‘uUMOQ yzeWUdSq ‘UMOQ UOoQUeD ‘UMOQ uOorAG 

‘uUmMO> plTetsyonG ‘UMOQ PTeTyuMoOrAG “‘UMOFZ Tey eq *UMOFZ TEeAOpPUY 
uUMOQ JesSsedostm 

‘UMOQ PTSTJSAITYM ‘UMOQ pUeTSI 3270dAsaM ‘UMOQ CIOqGOPTeM 
‘uMOQ Qaodyznog ‘uMoQ TORStTzgG YANOS ‘uMOQR STTTarSUIOS 

“UMOQ OATCTETGON ‘UMOQ eTRSePOMEN ‘uUOTQeQUeTd uebeyuoW 

‘TQ pue{tsI spnoy ‘umoq uosaezyer ‘e106 sqreqqtH 

‘uUMOQ qUODaHpg_ ‘UMOQ USepseTq ‘UMOQ eAAOOSTIAeMeq ‘UMOQ [OR RSTIgG 
‘UMOQ USMIeETgG ‘umOQ zoqaeH AeqyRZO00g ‘uMmoQj AeQquROCOgG ‘UMOQ eUTY 
uMoq uozbutysem 

7UMOQ USATeM “UMOQ USAPYTREUTA ‘UMOQ UOTUN “’UMOQ UOJSeUOYyL 
‘uUMOQ UoASeUoOYL uyANos ‘UMOQR |sHr0aEH *3S ‘uUMOQ AIOdyooY 

‘KATD pueTyooY ‘uMoj peeH STMO ‘UMOQ UsAeH YRAON 

‘LQ pueTSI Sshptu setosnw ‘uorjzequerd so [sr snotrutrjew 

‘UMOQR 4NeH Ne eTSI ‘umoj sdoy ‘umoq dtuyspuetzg 

‘umog BHButysnD ‘In UeaeyetzD ‘uMOQ UepuTeED ‘umoq uoqeTddy 
umoQ dozyqjutM ‘UMOQ MOTSUTM ’UMOQ IOSpPUTM 

‘UMOQ ASUTpPAeH YSsom ‘umoQ oukem /AQTO STTTArAeM ‘UMOQ eUUeTA 
‘umoq OtoqtTessea ‘1n AQtun ‘umoq Adupts ‘umMoQR swoy 


setqunods ueqrTodoazazsewuou uTyqTA suMOoL 


0% wdvd 


OSTT 


6TOT 


006 


poet 


ceLL 


Ceer 


ad % 


T8OT 


STOT 


ess 


Of6 


SSOT 


CStt 


ade 


BEL Ol9 6SS CLC RSA RESET COSTER ORES Se Se ‘AZunNOD OPTeM 
SEL Leg ME ASG Pee ee ea Cena COC ee oe aW ‘AQunoD Jesirz9ul0Ss 
LS9 #SS L6r <<. ae.e 634 ESOS H CO'S.6 66.6: 9'9 6) 9) 0 oeeE ‘Aqunop stnbeqeostd 
689 Lbs eR Rg Oe ee ee er toe, hee gM ‘ARZuUNOD pr0FxXO 
L*¥8 ZL9 FOS SA ORAS OSE RNS Ore im FOR BR o 8 Rehr eee eae “Aqanop upoouty 
276 8PL Ey SE RAPA EP SCRE AEE, FRR De ‘aw ‘AZunop xouy 
uq2@ wuat wad SAILNNOD NWLITOdOXLAWNON 


Penut{zuoo FANIWW 


ONISNOH ONILSIXS WOT SINSUY LAWYWN YIWA TePUtTA STOZ Ad - A AINAEHOS 


59813 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





‘UMOQ weYyyseq 
‘uMOZ BsUANOg 


’UMOQ sTUUSsg ‘UMOQ WeYQeYyD ‘UMOQ AeQsMOrg 
‘AQtO uMOL sTqeqsuzeg Jo sumoq AQunop setqeysuaeg 


S69T 


PUST 


GLWLS UTUQTA WAUW YWA JO squeuoduod ud UG EC 


c6LT 662T EFOT TO8B 9624 Popperian Stake FS Seah 
PEST 6ETT 998 0F9 9€9 Cee es ee ree eer eueees 
LTTT THOT 9E8B 089 ela ee ota Nn Wa tate a 
wap Ud € wa ct WA tT Wa O 


8,e62009 soutzg ‘Axzowohbjuowm ‘yYOtASepeag ‘setTzeyd ‘3reateo 
3esizewos 

ODTUOOTM 

TrO98D 

ucqbutrysem 

Aued5ettw 

Aqto etqumto) 

AATO erTowmtyATeg ‘'s,auuy ussend 

4pzemoH ‘/PAOFACH ‘T{ToreD ‘szowr4zTeg ‘Tepunay suuy 


GLVWLS UTYITSM WaEUW AWA FO SST QuUNoH 


uMOF STTTAASuATYM ‘uUMOQ BHutAtym 

‘umoQ3 ASTSomM ‘TMOQ OQTeM ‘UMOQ OTOGSsoUeA ‘UMOQ pPTeTFsdoyz 
‘umoQ ofpewteL ‘umoQj useqneys ‘umoq szgnta enboy 

‘UMOQ UOASUTQqoY ‘UMOR UOAsoUTIg ‘UMOQ AIIag 

‘UMOR SYOIquSg ‘UOTIeATeSeYy AUTO, Juesesetq Apponbeuwesseg 
‘uotqeazesoy dtysumoy, uetpur Apponbewesseg 

“LQ woRSutrysem yRION ‘UMOZ PTSETFURAION ‘uUMOQ Sebptaqi tw 

‘umoQq sdureqAppen ‘uMoq PTeTsyusreW ‘uMOQ AxzCdseTYyoOeN 

4UMOZ SETYOeW ‘UWMOQ DAaqny ‘uMOQ AZITCdSeuO0L ‘UMOQR OITOqsatOL 
‘umOQ uo{butazazey ‘uctjeque{td wesiz4g syeT puerzy 

‘Kato qaodqseyg ‘umoj setyoeN yseg 

‘EQ uoybutysem Ter{ueD Aseq ‘UMOQ eTTTasfkuuseq ‘’UMOQ sTOTQed 
‘uUMOQZ YATOJuUeC ‘UMOR ASTIAND ‘UMOQ PAOJMeAD ‘uMOQ ASdooD 
‘UMOQ STTPA STquNTOD ‘uMoQ eTquM{TOD ‘uot ReQUeTd ST TTaAApoD 
UMOQ pTOTzAaAASYD ‘uMOQ SQQoTAeYD ‘UMOZ ST TTar9AUSsD 

‘AQTO sterted ‘umoQj uoqbutppeg ‘’umoq sTesg ‘uotjeque{d Bfutzeg 
‘umoQ oT {TtaAdeTteq ‘UMOQ ASpuexeTY “’UMOQ UOSTPPY 

uMOQ 43I0Od7SAUTM ‘UMOQ OPTeM ‘uUMOA AQTuUg ‘uMoq AOIL 

‘UMOQ SYTpPUAOYL ‘UMOQR ST TTAueMg ‘’umoq sHutzdg woqy9034g 
4uUMOQ Aazodszeesg ‘uMOQ QuUOUSZeDS ‘uM0R AoSsdsOrg 


‘UMOQ OWZeETed ‘UMOQZ AA0dYAAON ‘UMOFR TITATOM ‘UMOQ STTTAQUOW 


setqunos ueqrtodoajeumou utyqtTM suMoL 


TZ dowd 


teeeesqoqter 
tees eee ee quoy 


ze jseyoaog 


TShe 
S96 

8OEeT 
9tST 
€02T 
L466 

ZO7Z 


to a 


aad *% 


€Ssor 


ua + 


SHILINOOD NYLITOdOXULANNON 


TS6T 
818 

98TT 
OFFT 
98TT 
SL8 

800% 


PLST 


aq ¢ 


898 


ude 


vECT 


ud 2 


8SPtT 
869 
726 
9STtT 
LS8 
€¢9 
LOST 


cEST 


ud 


T89 


aad c 


SNISQOH ONILSIXS wOd SLNSUY LAMYWN WIWA TePutda Gtoz 


026 


ad T 


éeet 
L8TZ 
$L8 

LS2T 


ud 
Oct 
68S 
T89 
6S6 
299 
cos 
9TET 
S86 


aa Tt 


cLs 


ad Tt 


ud 0 


L60T 
TOST 
zes 

OzTT 


ua € 


LOTT 
ST 
6¢S 
$18 
Sts 
6S 
SSOT 


€€8 


ad 0 


ud 0 


ee WSW YN ‘uMOoL eTqeqysuazeg 


SWHUY UNA NVLITOCONLaN 


SLLASOHOVWSSWH 
Tse €99 oss tebe eee eee eee eee eee ee 794 8a0T70M 
6€2T SPOT PES Se ee ee ee ee eee “as 
¥S9 Sts 80S See eee Se ee eee ee 6 re 
Ts ZZ9 ats PER re Baer hee ie es Eee euTTorey) 
aq 2 wat wud o SZILNQOD NWLITOdOULEYNNON 


‘**"*WSWH GW-WA-Od ‘etzpuexetTy-uozybutypay-ucqburysey 
CHEE ERCHERS DRE O 8 0 coeces ss owaWH GW *AQunog qesizsu0s 
CECSECHCE TRC CUE HH CR NOC ESN OF O Cee te Ce TEANOET LOS 
“"WSH GW-Sd-ON-¥d ‘uOjSuTuTTM-vsepured-eTydTepet tds 
Settee eter eee e ere ee ereeceeree scurry Gy ‘uMOqZsrebeH 
“"""WSW AM-CW ‘pueTzequind 
“Aart. etqumtop 


eee ewww eae 


soccer eecee es oursm GW ‘WOSMOL-S7OWUTITERMs 
SWaaY AWA NYVLITOCOULEN 


CNWIAUWH 


‘XZuno0D uojzhSurysem 


SAILNNOD NWLIIIOGOXLANNON 
penut{zuoo FANIWN 


Ad - @ PINGAHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59814 





UMOQ UPUQTUM ‘UMOQ ASQemebptag 3SeM 

‘UMOQ ASQssyooY ‘umoQ uogqduATg ‘uMoQ yHnoz0qeTpPptW 

‘UMOQ} QQeStTOdeqQAeW ‘UMOQ UOTAPN ’UMOQR STTtTASeYeT ‘uUMOQ uosuUeR 
‘aMOQ XBJTTeEH ‘UMOQ Tejemebhbptig Aseqg ‘AQTO uwoq_Yd0Ig 
‘uMoQ zeqemeBSptag ‘umoq ucqgBSutqw Jo sumoQR AQunoD yqnoudTg 
uMOQ BOAY JO SUMOQ AQUNOD YTOFAON 

AQto umoy dozyqutm ‘AQT aszeacy 
‘AQTO easptayD ‘ARTO woysog Jo sumoq AQunaD yToFjns 

UMOQ WeYysTeM ‘UMOQ SQeENAtToOs ‘uMOQ pueTHooOY 

‘UMOQ YQNowATA ‘UMOQ SYOAqMeG ‘UMOQ TTSMION ‘UMOQ PTeTJUSAeW 
‘um0OQ woqSsbutTy ‘UM0O3 TINH ‘uMOQ weydSutTH ‘UMOQ zSsAcCUeR 

‘umo3 Aarngxngd ‘UMOQ AeaTeD JO sumoQ AQunoD yAnouwdTa 

UMOQ weyqUeIM ’AQTO uMOL YRNOUASM 

“UMOQ POOMASem ’UMOQ ASTSSTIOM ‘UMOQ sTOdTemM ‘umoQ u0oqYyHnoAS 
‘umMO} uoOreYS ‘uM0Q YdTopuey ‘AQrd AdDuUTNO ‘UMOF STTTAUTeET 
4UMO} POOMION ‘UMOQ ATOFJAON ‘’UMOQ weYypSeeN ’UMOQ UORTTW 

‘UMOJ STTTTH ‘UM0Oq APMPSW ‘TMOQ PTSTFPEW *UMOQ Yyooaq[oH 
4AQtTO umoy utpTyuezq ‘umoqQ yHnozoqxog ‘umoqj rzsaog 

‘UMOR WeYped ‘UMOR YSesSseYyoD ‘UMOQ UoAjUeD ‘UMOQ BUTT\OoIg 
‘KATO uaMo]L serquterzg ‘umoq weybut{ttTed Jo sumoq AQunop yxTOFAON 
ARTO uINqoM ‘UMOR TaRSSyOUTM ‘UMOQ UO PH5UTUTITM 

‘UMOQ TORSOM ‘UMOQ pueTsem ‘AQTO uMOQzeQeM /AQTO weyuyTem 
‘UMOQZ PTSTJOXEM “‘UMOQ pUSssSUMOL ‘uMOQ AANgpns ‘UMOQ AMOQS 
‘UMOQ ureyeTojS ‘AQTO aTTtTaAremog ‘umoQj ASTAtyYS ‘uMOR uTOGIseYS 
‘umoq Butpeey ’umojz BHutpeey YIAON ’AQTO UCQMEN ‘UMOQ YOTIEN 
‘AQTO esorpten ‘AQTO pazocypeN ‘uMoQ pareuteW ‘ARTO YHnor0q{TrzeW 
‘AYTIO USPTeEN ‘UMOQ UOJSTIITI ’uMOQ uUTODUTT ‘’umoQ uo ABbutrxsey] 


4UMO3 UOSPNY ‘UMOQ UOQUTYdOH ‘UMOF UOFSTTTOH ‘UMOQ weydhuTuery 


“AQTO 3WerTeA_ ‘UMORZ PTODUOD ‘UMOQ STSTTrzAeD ‘AQtO Sshptaquep 
‘umMOQ uUo{HuatT{Tang ‘umoq YyHnoxroqxog ‘UMOQ JUOUTTEg 
‘umoqQ pazojzpeg ‘uMoQ szedy ‘UMOQ pueTusy ‘uMoQ Aquyusy 
‘uUMOQ UORHuTTAW ‘UMOQ WoORJDW JO sumoQ AQAUMOD xesSsTPPTW 
uMOj weyUsM ‘’uMOQ pTeTgsdoy ‘umoq 34Q00sduremg ‘umoq snbneg 
‘umoq Aanqsttes ‘APO wetes ‘umoq AdTMOY ‘uMoOQ QrOdyoOoY 
"kato Apoqesg ‘AQqto qazoddéznqman ’umoq Aanqmen ‘umMoQ Queyen 
“UMOQ UOJSTPPIW ‘UMOQ PeSUeTqIeW ‘UMOQ esS-9YQ-Aq-ASaq{seyoUeW 
‘UMOQ pTetTyuudT ‘’AQtTO uudAT ‘uMoQ yotasdy 
‘umoq uoqATtTwMeH ‘AQTO AeqQssono,TH ‘uMmMOQ xeSSq_ ‘UMOQ sAeaueg 
‘Kato Atreaeg ‘ARTO umoy Aanqsewy FO sumoQq AQuNOD xoessyq 
UMOQR IOSPUTM 
4UMO UMOJSUSTTTTM ‘UMOQ SHhpTtazaqyoojg 3SemM ‘UMOFQ uO HutTyseM 


‘amoq weySutzdéy ‘umoq prtetgzzeus ‘umoQq Aonesg ‘uMoQ pPTatystpues 
*UMORZ Nag ‘UMOQ STQRO ‘ARTO swepy YIAON ‘UMOR YHnoOACGTIe_ MON 


‘UMOQ PAOCTYSW MeN ‘UMOQ uUCRBSuTysem yunoW 

‘umo} AaTAaRQUOW ‘UMOQ YOooueR ‘uMOQ woRHuTrAIeG 4RAaIDH 
‘UMOQ eEPTIOTA ‘uMOQ QuowerBy ‘umoq HBanqsyzeTD 
‘UMOQ 2eyHDeG ‘UMOQ PAOFTTW JO sumOoQ AQunoOD sayzyyusyrzsgd 
umMoqQ yynouzez7 


4UMOR RSOOTITIOM ‘UMOQ OANA ’UMOQ YoOTMpues ‘UMOQ UMOQsdOUTAOIg 


4UMOQ SUeeTIO ‘UMOQZ ssdyseN ‘UMOQ YOTMIeH ‘uUMOR YRNOUTeYZ 


ALWLS UTYITA WAYW UWA FO SQusuoduoD 


c2 «=gdWd 


best SEPT 
£202 T98T 
T6ZT 6S0T 
wap ude 


Cett L98 Z98 eee em wm eee eee ere eee eer eeeeseeseeesee W4AWH WH ‘uo4qyoorg 
Seer -S60r GEC Yee ees VW4WH HN-wWH ‘ADutTNO-eHpraqurep-uoysog 
9€8 SOL oS ell iS ial a Blea WAWH (32ed) WA ‘AQuNOD satysyrzed 
wae ud@t uao SVHYW UNI NVLIIOAOULaN 


penutqzaos SLLgSnHOWsswn 


ONISQOH SNILSIXS YOA SINGA LAMAWW AIWA TPUTA GTOZ Aa - A AINASHDS 


59815 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014 / Notices 





‘UMOQ WeYSTSReq ‘UMOQ sSeAQUTeIgG MON ‘UMOQ UcJIsSpaeqqnyA 
‘MOQ YOTMPASH ‘UMOQ TOURW JO suMOQ AQUNOD 399839910M 
AQTO woqunelL ‘UWMOQ UORZAON ‘UMOQ PTSETIJSUeW 
‘UMO}Z UORIYHtTq ‘umoq ABT YIeq JO sumoq AQunoDy [To yst3g 
UMOQ WoOPHutygAzom ‘uMoQ HanqswetT{[t™m 
‘UMOQ UOAduTeYASSM ‘UMOQ 91eM *UMOQ ABTPREH YARNS 
‘UMOQ uojdureyqNnog ’UMOQ PTSETJUTeTA ‘UMOQ weylsd 
‘ATO uoqydwey ZION ‘uUMOQ PTSTISLPPTW ‘UMOQ uo WHutjJung 
“UMO} PTSTFIeH ‘uMoQ AdTpeR ‘uMoQ Aqueazpy ‘uMoQ usysoH 
‘A4yto umoy uoqdweyyseg ‘’umog uoqySutwany ‘umoQ pletjsazaeqsseyD 
4UMOQ UMORTSYOTOG ‘UMOQ ASrSEyUTY JO SuMOQ AQUNOD satTYysduey 
umoz ureyerqttmM ‘ARTO umol ptTetyHutads 3sem ‘ARTO PTSTJISEM 
4UMOQ SSTEM ‘UMOQ PUeTTOL “ARTO pretybutradg ‘umoqz YyOtMyQNoS 
“UMOQ TTessny ‘ARTO uMO]L ASuTeq ‘uMoOQ AzsewoHjZuoW ‘uMoQj uosuOW 
‘UMO} MOTPNT ‘UMOQ MOPROUHuUOT *‘AQTO SYOATOH ‘uUMOQ pueT [LOH 
‘amo uepdurey ‘UMOQ STTTAUeIH ‘uUMOQ MOpESEUbuoT yseg 
‘KATO sadootyD ‘uMoq TSQsayD ‘uMOQ PTatTyut3ag 
‘umMoQ pazozpueta ‘AqtoO uMO] weaehy JO sumoq AQunoD uspdurey 
uMOq pueTASpuNns JO suMoQ AQuNOD uTTyuery 
UMOQ 310d4SemM ‘TUMOR POSUBPMS ’UMOQ JoOSrSUIOS 
‘UMO} YUOYess ‘UMOQ YRIoqoysy ‘uMoqQ YyHnoroget3aaw YzION 
‘KATO ASATHY [Tea ‘ARTO oTOGSeTAAW JO sumMoQ AQunoDy [oyst3ag 
uMo} sHptraqyooys ’uMOQ puouyoOtTHY “ARTO PTETJSIITa ‘UMOQ xXOUST 
4UMOQ 9d ’UMOQ YHnoroqseuey ‘UMOQ STepSUTH ‘UMOQ U0RTeG 
4UMOQ} SATYySeyD ‘’UMOQ suTepy JO sumoQ AjuNoOD srztysyzeg 
AYTO prAOFpsg MON ‘UMOQ UMOQSSIG ‘UMOR UdAPYATEY 
‘uMOQ YAnowjzeq ‘UMOQ ZeUYSNoOW FO suMmoQ AQunoDy To Ystag 
UMOQ PI0FRSSM 
‘umo3 yBnozoqsbudéy ‘umoq AarnqsymeL ‘umoq TTerzeddeg 
‘KATO [TTSeMOT ‘UMOQ WO IOTH ‘UMOQ STqeysunNg ‘UMOQ yNoPIAgG 
4UMOQ PAOFSMTSYD ‘UMOQ LOTASTT Td FO sumoq AQuNoOD xXSSoTPPtW 
umMoq AINqmMeN 3S8N ‘UMOQ ASAOCPUW UIION 
‘ARTO wonyqeW ‘UMOQ OeUTITEeW ‘AQTO soUuSeTMeT 
‘AQUO [TltyseaeH “’uMOQ pueTSsaorzy ‘uUMOQ uUMOVSH108EH 
4UMOQ PAOFXOG ‘UMOQ ASAOpuY JO SuUMOQ AQUNOD xoOssq 
umo3 ATeQeUM ‘UMOQ TTSePpuseM ‘UMOQ YOTMIEM 
‘umog Aanqsseqnys ‘UMOCQ SsuUINQTeYysg ‘UMOQ eMoYy ‘UMOFQ abuei9 
‘UMOQ PTSETFJUAION ‘UMOQ WeTeS MON ‘UMOQ SNnHejQuow ‘uMOQ sOoTUOK 
‘uMOQ uspAsy ‘UMOQ 4QEeTSAST ‘UMOQ YAeSH ‘UMOQ ASTMER 
“AYTO uMO] pTetyueerzy ’uMmoQ TTTD ’umoQ Hutarq_ ’umoQ prTetjy1z9eq 
‘umoq APMUOD ’UMOQ UTeITOD ‘UMOQ QUOUSTTeYD ‘’uMo}z pueTyong 
‘UMOQ UOASpAeUAegG ‘UMOQ PTEeTJYSW FO suMOQ AQuUNOD uTTHue, 
UMOJQ UOPusyoUTM ‘UMOQ TAaqQsuTWyASAaM ‘UMOQ UoOJ{AaTduST 
‘umoq Banquseuny ‘AQqto zaQsutTwoeT] ‘AQtTO xzrSUpzey 
‘AQYTO Banqyoqta ‘umoq weyuranqyusyw Jo sumoq AquNoD 18988010M 
uUMOQ weyudey ‘UMCRZ UOJSeG JO suMoq AQunoD [oyst3ag 
umo3 uojydya 
‘amoq yBnozoqyuynog /UMOQ STTTATITW ‘UMOQ PAOFTIN ‘UMOQ uOpUSH 
‘UMOQ ZeyseoUeT ‘uUMOQ eTepedoH ‘’UMOQ parzeATeH ‘UMOQ UORTOY 
‘UMOQ SUOASHOSTA ‘UMOR UTTA9q JO sumMOoR AQUNOD 32998S8910M 


SLWLS UTYITA WAYW UNA JO sjuauoduoD 


€2 wgdwd 


SPET 


vEET 


PTET 


LOdT 


8LTT 


8zTT 


Legt 


Tost 


T9tT 


8TST 
6e8T 


8EFT 


ud > 


8S0T 


662T 


PSTT 


9LTT 


SPOT 


TSOT 


TSET 


SSPT 


66TT 


LLZT 
€est 


OPET 


ud ¢ 


9T8 


€F0T 


$76 


br6 


6€8 


bos 


60TT 


89TT 


£76 


SZOT 
982T 


9LOT 


ud 2 


SNISOOH ONILSIXG 


889 


208 


6eL 


€LL 


80L 


eth 


$98 


OT6 


cEL 


878 
STOT 


S6L 


ud Tt 


TES 


094 


9TS 


989 


OSS 


€L9 


OSL 


BEL 


8L9 


OT9 
t76 


00L 


ud 


seer eee rec ree cece WH “Xqunoo T3SASs5I0M UASAZSsM 


reste eeeeeseeee seu WH “UOIION-pTSeTysuey-uoqunes 


Sere ee wie ee ete errr eee Se Wh ‘prtetzyb5utads 


cece reer cece eco ceuaE WH-IY *ZOATU Tilea-sousptaocag 


WAWH WA ‘PTSTIsSjA3td 


WHIWH WH ‘PiOFPSq MSN 


See eee ee ee eee ee ‘TTOeMoT 


tes eee sees es ewan HN-WH ‘o0uezMeT 


‘*WHWH (22ed) ww ‘Aqunop utTyueszg 


‘***WAWH WH ‘2eqsutucey-Banquo3ta 
eee eww eee *WaWH Wn *weyukey -u0qseqg 


“WAWH WH ‘AQUNOD rZeqQSeD10M UASsyAseg 


SWS4W YA NYLITOGOULaN 


penutqzuoo. SLLasShHowsswn 


Yoda SINSY LAWAWW AIWA TePuUTA GTOZ AA - @ AINAHHDS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59816 











€v0T 228 099 Sts ees Pipe eee caren, Se eee xTOASTIAeYD 
vOTT ZOOT 089 vLS mea Pere ro re ea a | en eee ge eTzueg 
ee ee. eee ee) ee) A aN EEE ee oeueiy 
Z2TT 38 8h6 £b9 02s oie” «Serer a ea eee oe wes ee 9? BIL 
zceotT Td8s €%9 SLY 8tr PAD eee Np ana a oti ‘s+ *2ebTW 


aa tb Wwe & Ua Cc MET OCs CO 


meutbes 
ustrzi3g 

obxsemon 

uobexsnyn 

sO1UOW 

uo{Asbutaty 

weybur ‘uoqzeq ‘aoQUTTID 
useing ueA ‘oozeueTey 
uosyoer 

eBTUOL 

BMeQ30 

quex 

vosouey 

oeudem ‘ATSTD “AS ‘pueTyeo ‘quooen ‘rAsede7 
sseo 

keg 

unoyteo 

Arreg 

MeUSIYSeM 


SLVLIS UTYITM VEUY YWA FO Sot ZUuNoOD 


UMOQ YoYyonqQueNn 
umoqj ArnqstL 389m ‘umoq AanqstL ‘umoq szzjnta H7eo 
‘uMOQ PTOUSODH ‘uMOQ uMOAAeHpH ‘umoQj YAeUTTYD ‘umojA yeuutnby 


setqunos ueqTTodozajzemuou utTYyAyTM suMoL 


ART. Taqsedz10MmM ’UMOQ PTEeTJYOoIgG 4sem ’uUMOQ UoASTAOG 3SaM 
‘uMOQ YSnor0qAsemM ‘UMOQ AZAaASqem ‘UMOQ ebprazaqxn 

‘umoq wuoqqnsg ‘UuMOQ aHptrzqainys ‘umoj HutT79s4g ‘uMoOQR AsdUeds 
‘KATO uaol sh6ptaqyuynosg ‘umoq Aanqsmoazaysg ‘uMoQ puelq{ny 

‘UMOQ UOASsoUTAgG ‘UMOQ UOQXeg *UMOQZ PAOFXO ‘UMOQ weYHeO 
‘UMOQ PTSETJHOOTG YAIAON ‘uMOQ SsHpraqyyAazon ‘umoQ yHnozo0qyjzI0ON 
‘umoq AINQITIN ‘UMOQ TSASeoTeT ‘uMOQ UsePTOH ‘uMoQ UOQzeIAD 
4UMOR PTETJFYOOIG Aseq ‘umoQq ABTpNad ‘uMo0Q seThnog 

4UMOR UORUTTID ‘UMOQ UOATAeYD ‘uMOQ PTeTFYoorg ‘umoq uoystsAog 
‘umoqz ezreg ‘uUMOR UANnqny Jo sumo3R AQunoOD 3209838070mM 

UMO} UsITeM “’UMOR uCASTeAOY ‘umoQ uoAsdtrt crud 


ZLOt 
€F tt 
evot 
OOoTT 
STCT 
TOST 
TSetT 
SOtTt 
SOOT 
066 

LLOT 
LSTT 
60T 
€€eT 
€66 

LOTT 
y96 

S06 

LOLT 


ua +b 


€T2e 


TELT 


ua F 


TTPT 


SHILINOOD NVLITOdOXULANNON 


TE6 
286 
St8 
T96 
8Z0T 
OS2zt 
ZeOT 
8S6 
TOOT 
9T6 
800T 
8z0T 
626 
8eTT 
066 
9€6 
698 
608 
8TET 


ud € 


S02Z 


c89T 


ud € 


062eT 


ALVLS UTYITM WAYW YWA JO sgusuodmoD ua F Ud C 


2 Fwd 


669 
O€L 
bb9 
SOL 
86L 
€98 
9LL 
BEL 
8ZL 
089 
OeL 
LeL 
eTL 
9%8 
689 
ZOL 
689 
8t9 
b96 


ad 2 


TLST 


S62T 


ad Z 


9E0T 


wad z 


868 
988 
beTT 
$96 
6€TT 


ad *% 


95S 
6S 
sos 
T2s 
S6S 
8ZL 
$29 
€Zs 
O9S 
STS 
ST9 
88S 
8bS 
8t9 
92S 
6%S 
LéG 
6LY 
€Ts 


ad T 


ESLE 


LS6 


ad T 


£78 


ua Tt 


S68 
Tos 
£68 
L26 
958 


wa € 


6T? 
26% 
cos 
61 
SLY 
02S 
06% 
CLY 
£8¢ 
2Ts 
O€6S 
6TS 
b2d 
OTS 
€es 
ST? 
8Tr 
9St 
SL9 


ad 


Se6 


ud 0 


Ss9 Sts zI¢ ete eee eee eee ee eee eee es sy omeag 


€v9 SLY A i a eSeaeg 
ee eee ee, ere ne ener e mee wrazzUW 
€TL 98S OLS eee em wm wee wr wm emer wwe see "UPKHAaTITW 


€F9 SLY StF sete eee eee eee eee eee eee spuooTY 


wc wat dado SHILNNOD NWVLITOdOU LENNON 


cetseeees se euoM IW ‘YRION dtysumol meutS5eg-meutheg 


coe e ee eee eee e eee eessouow TH “TOGIBH WORUSG-SSOTIN 
Coa eee erecorrcesc sees ce + cum TH «AQunop oBxsCMON 
SEES OSS ES RE EOS: Se aCe WSW IW ‘sea0cus uojz1ION-uobexsnyn 
CSA SESH EME RO CORE CC ew 6 coecceees eos swon TH ‘SOTUON 


corre ere seer rceseccco scours ry ‘AQUNOD uojsbutaty 
ed a eS ‘Butsuey qseqg-5ursueqd 


ep ee per ge ieee te nee eae WSN IN ’e5eq20g-cozeuetey 
le a SS OER ES & OS WOO S eee Be ee ee ee WSW IW ‘uosyoeD 
CTeL eka ek eee eee cceee+sswawe IW ‘AQuN0D eTUOT 


secre eceececoecrccc ese owe ry 4UsARPH puerzy-puelTIOHn 
tte cere cree eeseeeeeswan rq “Butwoky-sptdey puezp 


Fe age Oe ae EE POR TN oy ead eee ne ee ee ed WSW IW ‘3uUTTA 
Fiesty kee te we WAWH IW ‘eOTUOATT-UsITeEM-3TOTA9EC 


coerce ere errs rece cr ecco sscoursmny TH ‘AQUNOD SsseD 
8 AGO ESRI S BOR RRS ERS ROSS 0°89 SRR ee 4£3 TD Aeg 
ee ee) coos esowSHW IN ‘YeerD eTI3ea 
ORES SO SOS CS 6:8 0:6 46 68 & 6.0 OO 8 66 Be WaWH IW ‘ARunoD Aaaeg 
eee e eee er creer eer cesrcoesesecess owen TH ‘z0qIy UUW 
SVEN UNA NVLITOCONLEN 

NWOTHOIN 


SELES EDED SEEDS SEES SOHO 4 908'6 979 le ‘XAQqunop qeyonjuen 


ee Wn ‘XRuno0D saxng 


SAHILNNOD NWLITOdOULAWNON 


ere eee TUR ORS ee ee WAWH WN ‘203S0020mM 


SWauW YUNA NVLITOCOULaN 


penutzuoo SLLEASQHOVSSWN 


ONISNOH ONILSIXS wOdA SINSY LEMYWN YIWA TePUTA GTOZ AA - A AINAGAIHOS 


59817 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/ Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





€9TT 928 
S?ZT 9248 
6S8 TOs 
6S8 698 
ud - wae 
‘Xeswey ‘tTjuesy 
SsOt 688 
6€TT TOs 
S76 8S8 
6€TT 806 
S76 e98 
TZ6 TS8 
L¥OT ST8 
ZEOT OT6 
tOStL Sut 
706 S68 
€26 T98 
T26 €Ts 
6SOT 2&56 
SETT £88 
0S6 9%6 
6S8 TZs 
SOOT 9€6 
988 €ss 
60TT SOTT 
6tTT 86 
6€TT TO08 
8eTT 028 
Té6é8 Tes 
ud b wade 


299 
EOL 
€%9 
£9 


ud Z 


qayB6tamM ‘uo jbutTysem 


‘utdeuuseH ‘eqjoXeg 


79 
€o9 
8%9 


€b9 
769 
evo 
€%9 
€b9 


£08 
€v9 
T69 
£9 
POL 


£9 
S89 
£9 
£b9 
€b9 


scs8 
€%9 
€b9 
8b9 
499 


ud z 


Sz 


68h 
ses 
TPS 
cts 


Ga it 


HLIWVLS UTQIT* WHAW UWA FO 


bTS 
SLY 
€2s 


b6t 
TES 
vOS 
06% 
OTS 


6T9 
ces 
Tes 
evs 
bz9 


SLY 
90S 
SLE 
ces 
264 


Teg 
ces 
O8t 
6LE 
SOs 


ad T 


avd 


Thr 
00s 
8eF 
8tPr 


ug 


Ps8e 
8rF 
8SFh 


8hFr 
c8P 
TOS 
98h 
08h 


Sts 
89% 
9LF 
8rF 
LT9 


8d 
8Lb 
99% 
8hF 
€6€ 


T6S 
8hP 
BrP 
cSt 
S9F 


ad 


ee ie ven tee a oe 6tq 
SEU Se Ce eee Oe eS eS rs 


SHILNQOD NVLITOdOULSNNON 


eyseqem LOOT 86 
suzreaysg ‘uojqUuUeqd T8ZT SS6 
peysuto ‘efbpod E€SST GATT 
‘auanqizeys “3300S 

‘oBbestyD ‘zeareD ’eyouNy 999T E0FT 
FETTOOTN “4RTCR SNTA F7HT POTT 
uozASNOH ZEZT TOT 

MTOd E€LTT €EL6 
A8TID 9F2ZT SOT 

STnNoT “3S ‘UOVTAPD Y960T F86 


setqzunoD ad - UAE 


CV TCE O 06.64 68 6S OOO 6 OO SH 6 eloosny 
SAGE EES OLS Oe CES OCT ee ere ame 
eee ew mmm wwe ewe ee ee weer ydesor “49 


Oe CV MET DO 40 210 Ce ee Oe ee enbser1g 
6.0 8b ee eee cer rescerssess * SBHODSO 
te ee ee ee eee ee ee eee uoseu0juo 
Stee eee ee eee eee eee eee ee ss pupa9ng 
coerce ecceseces eeeeee ss Teaser 


were cece ees see ee eee e sees spueTptTHN 
650666546 OTHE HTK HE CHES eQso0eN 


SEE ESTEE USS EO SOE OES O46 CeCe ee 
Se Re SIC NOES eee eRe ES SO Se 


ee eee eee eee we eee eee ee +++ *3gQamMeUeT 
wee meee eee ree seer e errs e eee cese exeT 
TESUS VEC VEN TOUS SS + Sess SSeS Cr Tee 
Se ee ee ee A ee ee eon *** **HOzT 
CHENG CCCCEC CED ECC CYS 600 40s Cer re 
eee ee eens es eeserees ees *STepSTItH 
ATONE SE re) eb ee” emotes eszeaAelray puearp 
$OU SS CUES $10 SC ess ee Nae ce 
ee ee ee ee uosutyotg 
OU VCC HST 4T 496 HES 04S 66 6S SHES IRU aD 
a EP OST ES SO See 6 seem yay 


SSILNQOD NWLITOdOU LENNON 


TS6 
6S8 
9SOT 
veeT 


ud 
tv9 


€tL 
LL8 


STS 
£09 
tS9 


966 
v08 
82L 
6TL 
STL 
GGL 


964 
cv9 
cbs 
Les 
€SS 
BLS 


wae awa 


096 
£68 
8e6 
8TOT 


bOOT 
696 
L98 
véeTT 
TT6 


v66 
648 
6S8 
876 
ZZOT 


Ss2T 
€OTtt 
6EeTT 
LT6 

O€OT 


eTOT 
8ZET 
Seot 
698 
TS6 


ad 


SNISNOH ONILSIXH YOR SLNAA LAAAWW YIVA 


8b6 
TO08 
TZ2OT 
8TOT 


ud ¢€ 


ets 
8S 
009 


Tr9 
c9s 
€ep 
TP 
9Sb 
SLE 


ad 


956 
0v8 
6€8 
8b8 


£6 
cT6 
808 
6€6 
806 


cS8 
T98 
€T8 
pT6 
€S6 


TStT 
TO06 
8r6 
TO8 
£28 


O88 
S9L6 
8h6 
TOs 
806 


wade 


€¢9 
€v9 
ObL 
T63 


ad 2 


Terre eee eee ee WSK NK 
° ster ee eee ees wow NW-IM 


863 
893 
€v9 
€b39 


€99 
€b9 
6b9 
vL3 
€b9 


€¢9 
8s3g 
€b9 
evs 
S9L 


68 
6L9 
€¢9 
€b9 
€%9 


evs 
p9OL 
€¢9 
€b9 
evs 


ad Zz 


ZeS 82 ee ovoeeveev ee OMe TUD 
ZPS 8ZP a umolrg 
€9S 8Lb SV SAAS DONE Oe TSS Senn ee 
€8S POS Se RES ee Se ee ee Oe ee ee 
aad t ado SHILINONOD NYLITOdOULANNON 
ee ee eww eee ee wr weer en eee WaAWH NW ‘AQunop eyseqem 
CRESS UE OSL ee ee ee ‘pnoto “a9 


Stee eee eee eee eee eee eee ee ean NW 


“YSN IM-NW 


6€S 
v6 
SLY 
vor 


06% 
SLY 
667 
86% 
ZoS 


68h 
98h 
SLY 
L6¥ 
S*9 


8z%9 
€2& 
cvs 
SLb 
SLE 


SLY 
S9S 
98% 
SLE 
tes 


ud Tt 


ST 
LOE 
8br 
8br 


c9b 
8bP 
csp 
OS 
8bb 


8b 
6S 
8bP 
8bP 
82S 


z6S 
veh 
6TS 
S9b 
8bPb 


CUP 
sss 
c8P 
8bd 
8bt 


ud 0 


‘eqQseyooy 
‘uoqbutwootg- Tnedg "4aSs-stTodesouutn 
‘ORFSYUCKH YAAON-OQeRUCH 
‘assoip eT 
tcseeees es ewoW NW-CN ‘SYIOgG puerzy 
PEE CEES CRESS Se See re ‘obreg 


WEES CC eet ee eee ‘yantnda 


SWaHaW UNA NVLITOGOULAN 


WLOSANNIW 


wobec cece eee ee ser eee es (D203 x0M 
190A PRS RE SES ESS KUN sessemetys 
vtec eee ence eee eeeeeres sOpT THES 
eee eeecceercececoerees soumODSON 


eed CC OCHRE EHH CCE OEE HOOF eS OBS RAO 
DAS.6. 2 oe Has ee SY te ee ee = ee 
ee eee ewe eee -*meute60O 
SSE SSCC TSEC TE OS OS tS RO were 
ELSES Sere Sie OSS IOS. Oe 2 ee 


Seb e CU sesso eee es ee ees + ++ EGAS THER 
i ee 3) 3 | 
coe cere eee reer ecccece+s sneYTETeaT 


CHEERED OUTER TO eS MeuseMsy 
SEEDS COCR T OSS SYS Se Lee 
Sy See Cee eee ae meee eee el ae ae 
SY ova 1ete Cee SIND ee Cae yee. tS ee on 
Se eee ee ree eee gran ere re 


Soret tree e eee reece eee reer er parag 
Fee eee en eee eee eee ee sareTy 
sete t ee eee ee eee eee ees eupBKogeyo 
SHILNNOD NVYLITOdOX LENNON 
penut{uod NWOIHOIN 


Teutg Gtoc Ad - @ AINAIHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59818 


8TTT 
9€6 
6€TT 


6S8 
6ETT 
O0€eT 
856 
€€er 


6€TT 
0S6 
S9TT 
br6 
SSOT 


TeTtT 
9L6 
ZOOT 
8e6 
TS6 


L90T 
L90T 
9€6 

SPOT 
Z80t 


880T 
eTet 
T66 
POTT 
TS6 


ad ¢ 


9%6 
S98 
8b6 


TO8 
L¥6 
ZTot 
TOs 
Leet 


S98 
988 
cTOT 
8T6 
86 


¥t6 
606 
£08 
T08 
86 


€T8 
TPOT 
TO08 
bT8 
LT6 


Le6 
OOTT 
€76 
768 
8r6 


aae 


€%9 
€¢9 
€v9 


£v9 
€¢9 
pel 
€v9 
978 


£9 
TTL 
CLL 
€¢9 
€b9 


989 
O€L 
8b9 
€v9 
eg 


TS9 
€e4 
£9 
TS9 
€v9 


€v9 
PSL 
£9 
Ls9 
€%9 


ad z 


9z 


eoTuny 


a3eL 
uosduts 

uosyorr ‘abs0e5 

oj0Sseq 

TTeysrten 

utyuey ‘uostpeN ‘sputH ‘yetdop 
Aaz9eg ‘rzewey ‘Asewzr0:g 

euojg ‘uOSsSTIzTeH ‘YOOOueH 


ALVLS UTUITM WeaW AWA FO 


$8F 82> Cece eemnemae 
S8> 82> ees ecceseces 
SLb 8z> ececcccseens 
SLY 87% i ac a a 
SLY 82h eves ee eeceee 
9LS Lepv Pr me Peer 
SLP 82h Perel esecmee alee 
Sz9 €0S ecore lento ee ewes 
SLb 82> See swie oa ims 
92S ELD gpura ie yiavar ee 
66S $IS Pe ee 
Zs 82h at a piace (ereuanacecale 
2bS 6TS rece eee 
€zS LS? Scare Niae a8 ieee 
Z9S bed aisle ais gheheve ta e-4 
6LP o8¢ os erccesecoes 
SLP 82h cose es ceeens 
L8> 28h ial serene oe eran ece 
8b EEF Pie rare 
cvs T9F Cee nen 3 ty Rye 
SLB 82h Males sieve eh elk 4 
b8h 08> pearecal sale aseere ce 
66> 8Zh eaieio-a aha e068 
SLB 8Tt Perry a a ara 
LSS 68h eae Viare te Caen 
O*S 6TS para e-ete eR a ea) s 
98% BEF ee veeeeseues 
SLY 8c Goyer 
aa = #38 0 

g5vd 


setquno) 


SETT 626 
€ezet 88s 
628 LLL 
6Z0T 220T 
L9tT Lett 
SPIT TE6 
L90T TL6 
TPOT 066 
LOTT 6€0T 
udp UAE 


‘++ **SUTOTPOW MOTTIOA 
ce eeecnes eens oppure 


sce? *BDeSeN 


‘+ ‘eszeaerL 
sete eagtms 
‘++ aTeeqQs 
"++ -neesoy 
ete egoty 


+8 Keo 8 Siena 
oeeeeesguta 
“TTeL 203390 
+++ sserdon 


s+ +++ zaMOW 
“soelt oTItn 
+++ -uTqQzeN 
* + -usuOUuyeN 
tees suOdT 


***aneng a7 
pS SS ee 
BHutyotyoooy 
** TYOATpueYy 
‘ss suosyoer 


“** *pzreqqnk 
* ++ *enypooy 
“**Sst0uT [ta 
*-*++*seTbnog 
* poomuoj3oD 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


9bL 
cke 
0z9 
Aan 
ces 
8%9 
O8Z 
6EL 
808 


ad 


ONISNOH ONILSIXG YOsA SLNAAX LAMAWVW YIWA 


TSS 
Les 
£cS 
€6S 
cOL 
6LFh 
9%9 
LLS 
€L9g 


ud 


8eoT 
TS6 
6eTT 


O80T 
658 
STOT 
T98 
648 


9€6 
evor 
CELE 
TS6 
6eTT 


6S8 
796 
768 
OOOT 
6S8 


86 
S86 
p66 
066 
L66 


TS6 
6S8 
TS6 
OOoTT 
OSOT 


ad 7% 


bes 
€es 
69€ 
68S 
eT9 
SLE 
v9F 
9¢S 
ta9 


ad 


768 
876 
L¥8 


STOT 
T08 
86 
TO8 
T08 


8T6 
906 
TO08 
8r6 
TO08 


878 
L68 
688 
S€6 
TO8 


TT8 
TO8 
T06 
p86 
676 


86 
TO8 
876 
960T 
f76 


aad ec 


SL9 6TS 
€¢9 6Lb 
€¢9 OFS 
COL 0zsS 
€¢9 tts 
€b9 90S 
€v9 SLY 
€v9 Sts 
€¢9 66% 
£79 cbS 
€¢9 SLY 
fro LLY 
€b9 fbS 
€v9 b6P 
OZL S6S 
€b9 ets 
649 LTS 
€v9 ces 
TS9 T87 
€b9 SLE 
€v9 evs 
TPL 8bS 
SPL TSS 
€%9 cbs 
erg SLY 
€¢9 90S 
brL OGS 
T2L 8es 
adc wa 


8br 
82Pr 
82% 


89% 
60S 
8tF 
CLE 
827 


82h 
87Pr 
ese 
82h 
82h 


T6P 
8tF 
€0S 
yTS 
82F 


ety 
87F 
8tPr 
£6 
vrP 


82P 
82F 
82h 
vb>P 
40S 


ad 


200 @ be S 6 oN ET SW ‘Xqunop eotuny 
‘AQunopD 33eL 
‘Xqunop uosduts 
“eTnobeoseg 
‘ccc ss WAWH UW-SN-NL ‘styduey 
‘X3zunoD TTeyszen 


SEE SH 
Sees. SH 
tere e cree eee evon oy 


“ccc es °WAIWH SW 
ttt te esses ees + swanH SH 


‘uosyoer 


coe cccccs ss swam gy ‘SBanqset jj eH 
crosses ewoN SW ‘TXOTTa-310dz {np 


SWHuW UNA NWLITOUOXLAN 


eeee 


~ 


IddISSISSIN 


eee *BUOUTM 
*-ueMUOZeM 
“++ +puepem 


++ ++++ppoz 
"**sueaeys 
*+*+Xe tars 
sess y¥D0y 
“ST TFAusy 


“"SsxeT poy 
*su0oqssedtg 


-u0jqbutuusd 


*** *TreULION 
oee+ Kern 


* *amoSsStTiatoK“ 
***z7ayoeN 
“TTeuszen 
"+ *poeyton 
* *uptoouty 


"Spoom ey} FO axe7T 


"c**eTTegG tnb oeq 
++ s+++uosaaTx 


. 


. 


. 


- 


"+ + paqeuey 
‘++seoseqr 


tees equery 
* -uzoqeerg 
“3Ineqtzeg 
*BuTM MOrD 
tse *¥005 


SSILNNOD NWLITIOdOULANNON 


penutquoo YLOSSNNIN 


TeuTtA STO? Ad 


@ FINGIHOS 


59819 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





e6eso ‘eTOD 698 Trs 609 SOP Cae re sets eeecceeececee sow aWH ON ‘AQTD Uosrezzec 

setted 408 eSL b09 66% LOR TS PON eee eee eee eee ee ee eee ee Wann ON “AASNeS Set Led 

PaeMoH ‘au00g 9S2zT 6E0T OTL Iss Les C LER S AS SRS OSE ee re ene ‘etqun[op 

nespreity edep ‘zeHuT{Tom 900T S728 9t9 OLF BLE “ccc ccrt ttt WSW TI-OW ‘UOSyORL-neepzeaztH eded 
AeMETTED 668 928 It SS? TShirt eee ce cece cs sew aH OW ‘AQuno0D AeMOTTED 

sojeg €b8 068 bZ9 lob tée CeCe eee reese sees ee eee ecole s sur mE OM «Kyunop sajeg 


ALVLS UTU3ZTM WHYW YWA JO SeTRUNOD Ad - Ae Ad cf AH T wa O SWauW UNA NYLITOGOULaAN 


IYNOssIn 


048 Zts TS9 I8P CPP PSI ORES OS TL See re 


860T *%T6 029 4 CP TPES Fa ey Bee se Ne FES ee ae OED a or 668 968 029 ots Z2P ee EAT ae Oe ah Sse naan 2 ae er 
628 eLL 029 8Sh C2 Foe a ge eS rs a 860T FtT6 0z9 €zs ToS Fp Reg gE a ei pO a ane ee ae re 
860T SLL 0z9 8SP 22d ee So7.¢ 77) IL8 L98 0z9 S6 16% Sete ee ee eeeee ese os OR BUTESEM 
L¥6 8S8 889 0%S A RATS FOr ps” alge cer POA ES Ra UaR LO) Mt Ek! Oe ee 068 678 333 8%S vSP BRN EES Te ier eee a 
860T rL6 0z9 €zS 2b Sore ew ee eee ee eee eee eee eee > eHOTUN Z6 €06 0z9 99% ZzP Soe e eee e ce ccee cece es eOBUTMOUSsTL 
TZ6 ¥28 029 €2S C2 Fee eS aS Ee tO ee Oana LT6 PT6 0z9 €es TOS SEE EERO ACEC Lh Loum 
0Z6 ZT8 0z9 8SP Zeb settee cece cece ee eeee es + taQmOTJUNS SE6 ZLL 0z9 8Sb 22h Coe e rere eee ececescceroeees ooatG 
628 ZLL 0z9 €zs 2b cee e eee eee ee reece ees XayreUg 600T SLL 0z9 8h 69€ Stee eee eee ee eee eee cere es eggqgag 
628 ZLL 0z9 €zS 69€ sete e eee ee eee eee eee es srpUQINg 988 $98 0z9 L&é ZZb cece ee eccecessocesceees segrauerg 
9SOT 8E8 0z9 8S>P 22h lob vob ts ol | LL8 LT8 999 S8P LbP SUF OT OCU HE SEES CHES USS Sees Same 
SS6 TS6 os9 08> Cry ene am For hk, 2c cc or bS8 0S8 T29 #2S ECP Chay Pr ty ame Sosa go a gi Dome et sta Tike Be ea 
LSet GOL ceL ets S8s Fe en vi han gy er fp on es 5 Oa LT6 PT6 079 €tS Ser eer NRE Benn Ong a rr ar 
8STT ST6 'S9 €8P SbP Stee eee eee eee eee ee ees TIOGMON TL6 Sé8 829 6TS 82h Sete eee e reece eeces es + + spqousEN 
PL6 048 0z9 ors Z2P ee, © elif sietstey i] 628 Seu 0z9 89h 22P Prt terete reer ee eee eee es sp07u0M 
Tre eLL 029 88F t2P Ea pert Ny oh ten as TTY sees ss *mOTrTeW 688 988 Sty PES Sty iii ite a a ea rae 
OOOT 918 0z9 8Sh BLP teeta cece ee cece eee eee ss syTODUTT S#8 it. AS) 9S 70S Ce ee seeeeseeceeerecesess seZoTzeq 
288 6L8 9%9 SPS BBE sere ee ee eee reer rece reer sega 898 L¥8 0z9 €zS 22h Sete e cece e eee ee eee ee etree saypad 
S€TT 664 Tt9 Tes 9CF OE eee Tee ne ed Swen oe) a ar rac GiGu YCOU Ste 909 68h FEE EE ES 
OZTT 890L 8&8 659 ILS tte eee eee eee eee es saqgqakezeq bs L8L ze9 LOY Oct Settee eee eee e eee rece ee sz Qdumay 
L66 LP6 ObL 6Z9 ao et eee ee eee eee eee rere eee es gauon Lté $tG 0z9 ZLB 22h so eeeeecccoreccesgrapg wosrezzer 
Tres 8s 029 8SP C2 Wil yn he ee ans Bt a a ate cTOOT FT6 029 €es CCF SEE Cae eS ee UES RON Ye ce ae eS 
LT6 PT6 079 tes (ae We UP ee Oe 8 FE RAT aK St en eae LT6 P16 079 OTS CCF See es een ene ee a a 
906 £06 0z9 8SP Z2v Pete eee eee eee eee eee es +s kazudumy 628 ZLL 0z9 €zs 22h Settee cece eee cece eee ees + - somToH 
628 f8L 029 8TS CCF SR IS Re ah Ora ear RD Meg, hos See LT6 PT6 029 PSP CCF Fee ne eg toe 2 eam Te Be Te ey yg 
LT6 yTé6 029 8Sh t2F ES el Pet Se Sak ah) he ie ae 6L0T *#T6 079 OTS C2 Ree ee ae eae See Oy SN Ora Ol aa) 
Sb8 L8L ze9 ees OLE CHEHSE THOSE MED O CEH DSHS eUoyeoD 668 8E8 EL9 Gy 8Sb Stee cece ccc e cere cece sees ees kere 
LE6 See E9 SES Zeb seer eee eee ee eee ees tayreTD 628 618 0z9 €ZS ZZb Stee eee eee eee eee e+ sauz0qtero 
LT6 yT6 029 £67 c2P Paken ty Vives ecto gh oa gaia ies me qoo0yoD 678 CLL 0z9 8SP PB8E cee ee LEE 
068 L88 029 OTS C2Y eg ee ee ee ee Ce re 990T SZL8 029 99% os FS TT 
6Z8 ZLL 0z9 8SP eey cote eee cece ee eereeree es s TPATTOR 628 L6L 0z9 €zS 22h Sette cece cece rere eres s orrQnuSg 
LT6 P16 0z9 €2S 22h cee eee e eee eee cere eee sep reqay IZ0t 968 0z9 €ZS 22h Settee ce esc cece cece eee e es sonruny 
676 T?s 079 ees C2 Hit rk ey ey Cae RORY I SeBrE aA Pe Sah Neo utrooTW Stitt L298 T99 8SS OSt Fig Mer eu ty aie Skane ERR Te Esa) ae ae eR 
aap dee Get Get Se SHILNNOD NWLITIOdOULSNNON au? dat Gace Gat: de dg SHILINNOD NWLIITOdOX¥LSWNNON 


penutjuoo IddIssISsIN 


Le dowd ONISNOH ONILSIXS YOA SINAY LAMAWW YIVA TePuta STo0z@ Ad - @ AINGHHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59820 





tees sTtey 
“TYSeTNd 
*-sdtoud 
-+-+Kraz989q 


“**yrTReZO 
- LOMEPON 
**uebaon 


Ne aozu0CH 
zy ee T9TItW 


* ‘uote 
*adOsSTpen 
uojzsBbutaty 
"t+ *StMaT 
‘aspeToey 


“- 


*uosuyor 
** TT@emMoH 
*AIOWYOTH 
**uostTaieyH 
ee + ArQqQuey 


tees -quag 
+++++-apeq 
**** Z7eg005 


Serre Cee eee ee wo3tazeyo 


*zaqazeD 
*uepurep 
*uoqUSg 
--raeg 
*suostTyorw 


SAHILINQNOD NYLITOdOULANNON 


L08 ZSL p09 Z8P 66£ cae tte e hes fare ee rire on 
860T Zb6 6¢9 6S c2 Fiera ca Teen frat ai ae a 
eset TTSTT TS82Z 699 SSF a a 
TZOT 688 ¥S9 esp 68E Fee RATE TS PERN aT OEE 
OLOT 26 Ls9 98h ver eT oy ee Ee LO 
€c6 eSL $09 60S 66€ IOP ag et ee gs He Eas 
968 SOL 809 L8t $8t Pe POO STE VEN Te OS 
098 LSL 809 6bb ZOE ae aera Ral ce eal wee 
8T8 cSL Pog 9bP 66€ ye Pare ger a: Phos es 
€sB vos seg TTS cSt Se ey en aE eer 
ZeE ESL $09 bb ose he CLT EON ee eae 
PLE 9€8 ¥S9 €8t Zeb S20 eR eh ee eae 
L08 864 bog SbF Cor Pe Te AE ee ype ee nen a an 
£c6 esl $09 SbF Cor hoger epee eee TAPE ree 
996 FCs ¥09 60S 66€ Pe Peas Th abe ety ape 
TSOT *P20T S69 $2S sos OEE ae pe nN Te veg eee 
GOLOE e464 Pog tot Bene TES Neh ero bygee Tee 
LOg ZSL $09 obF zt Me aia lalar ace. Gb ATACRR RRS 
6€8 Z8L 8z9 T6t STP Fre mtn hae ean eee may ed 
Lb6 TS8 0z9 8S 604 Le eR ae aS ee 
£68 068 $09 SbF et a ot eee go ne AL peat gd pee urrlyungd 
ZL8 698 bT9 Zot SOF CAS eT OS a ae Od eee tee G, 
€2s 028 ¥09 €St 66€ SONGEI A Pag ete Regime tt ee ae 
L86 TT6 8T9 CLy 80F CRS eRR ia Pt ag sel one Sree tied 
L08 ZSL bog 9bP 66E Ap 
EEE 068 $09 60S 66€ CUES CEES OREO ON 
9LTT 96 799 OSS Str PEP OnE Pe eNOS hgh Pe Rey eM 
T76 8T6 €z9 OSF Tl? php eee re ee tea Pe vere eoree | 
408 OBL yog 60S T6E Baer eg reg ha ey 
€68 068 $09 8hh 66¢ PT re ey ee eee ee 
ua + ud wqc¢ #&2€T we o 
uoqbutysem 
AVFZO sf~no I "4g ‘uUarAeM ‘STNoOT *AS ‘SaTreYyD *aS 
‘uToouTy ‘uoszezyer ‘uT[yuerZ ‘pxzoyzmexD Jo Qazed AQTO weat{T{ns 
qteueq ‘ueueyqong ‘’aoipuy 
Aeqysqem ‘suseirH ‘uetystayo 
ATOd 
neayTuon 
PTeuCGOW 
key 
‘eqaeta ‘eqqekezeqy ‘uosxyoer ‘uojqut{TD “AeTD ‘sseDd ‘TTeMpTed 
uoqIMAEN ‘ar9edsep 


SLVLS UTYRZTM WHUW YUNA FO Set jzunoD 


82 ddwWd 


£68 £¢8 
902T €90T 
690T 898 
L396 €96 
OLOT 198 
Tes fLL 
ST6 068 
OSET Teer 
498 bS8 
yap ude 


609 


9T8 
LL9 
ps9 
609 
$09 
609 


T68 
$29 


ud 7c 


SECT 
€€6 
788 
€86 
L408 


€L6 
408 
€0Tt 
728 
€£6 


886 
876 
vTs 
OLOT 
€€6 


OLOT 
Tt6 
Sere 
L66 
9E0T 


Sts 
£6 
T26 
£6 
OOooT 


408 
TT8 
L408 
S9OTT 
OLOT 


ud 7 


60S 


€e9 
40S 
S8Fy 
9b 
9b 
Ost 


6TL 
69% 


ud 


T6L 
2Sd 
6L8 
T68 
LLL 


408 
982 
S8L 
0624 
Tes 


068 
928 
TT8 
8S8 
068 


sos 
684 
bT6 
068 
068 


ZE8 
068 
OLL 
88ZL 
606 


eS 
cS 
O94 
8L6 
88L 


ud € 


88F 


ees 
69% 
Thy 
IT? 
6SE 
Lv 


6Ss 
c9b 


ud 


s¢e9 
609 
709 
Sz9 
pag 


P09 
709 
€29 
SES 
p09 


b09 
609 
709 
y09 
%09 


709 
¥09 
St9 
b09 
¥09 


709 
709 
819 
709 
Lb9 


p09 
yO9 
b09 
STL 
709 


ud 2 


ONISNOH ONILSIXA wos 


DLE 
9b 
9bP 
66% 
vLY 


60S 
98F 
Ost 
SSv 
9bP 


60S 
SbF 
9bt 
TS 
8S 


60S 
9b 
€8h 
sos 
L9¥ 


60S 
esp 
TOS 
L9OF 
8Lb 


OL 
LS¥ 
cor 
62S 
SOS 


ad Tt 


SINS 


BLE 
66€ 
66E 
96F 
66E 


66€ 
€8F 
TT? 
68E 
66E 


66€ 
evr 
ebr 
8S 
66€ 


66E 
66E 
97 
S6E 
66€ 


66E 
66€ 
96% 
6SEt 
LePr 


L9¥ 
Ose 
6SE 
ELY 
LEE 


ud 0 


LaWaVN 


eee ewe mee mee wre ewe wens 


eee ee mee ee wee eww eens 


- -ydtopuey 
se * *ureuqgnd 
tess aut 
+++ sraqqeq 
**Qqoostuedg 


****106ba1r90 


*PTApeN MeN 
- Axzswumohj3u0p 


-tddtsstsstn 
"cr" TeDTEW 


‘+ *sotaen 
++ *uoODReW 
* "SdUSIMeT 
sees e exouy 


soe euorr 
c 29° *Q7OH 
*°**+Kzuey 
++++Xpunay 
*“speuocosey 


--*+seTBnog 
**-ssataegd 
* *pzojgmerp 
+++ eyzeTD 
+24 + gpa 


*[Tozr1eD 
**zeTINa 
++ u0q1eg 
-uteapny 
"+ 2TepY 


o- 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULYWNNON 


oo err eee 


"c** "WaWH OW 


“W4IWH S2-OW 


“***WSWH II-OW 
“"*"WSW SH-OW ‘Ydesor °45 
“7 **-WaWH OW ‘PTeTsSutads 
‘Xqunop xtod 
"WAWH OW ‘AQUNOD neayTuOW 
“WAWH OW ‘AQunOD pTeucqdon 


“WAWH OW ’AQUNOD uo{Zburysem 


‘sTnoT ‘3s 


‘AWTO sesuey, 
PORE 89 COT EwT OW 


‘uttdor 


SWHYY YA NVLITOdONLaW 


penutju0D TYyNROSSIN 


MIWA Teutsz Sto? AA - 


@ HINGIHOS 


59821 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





6€TT 
OSZT 
6TOT 
T26 


658 

TOTt 
ceTT 
6ETT 
PoTT 


6TOT 
6TOT 
6€TT 
6TOT 
O€ETT 


S60T 
€s8tt 
ZZOT 
99ET 
f72T 


POTT 
6TOT 
T96 
OLZT 
ST6 


ud > 


€€6 
LL8 
8STT 
O€6 


e278 
TEs 
OLOT 
SL6 
L08 


ud ¢ 


8b6 
OFOT 
L98 
8T8 


Tos 
LUtTt 
T08 
8F6 
PTOT 


£68 
TO08 
8b6 
£06 
OL8 


OZOT 
676 
86 
SETT 
706 


8b6 
818 
86 
866 
zeTé 


ud € 


DLL 
L98 
ST8 
L£98 


6T8 
O94 
068 
688 
eS 


Ge ¢ 


£9 
90L 
969 
€v9 


€¢9 
8SL 
€v9 
€b9 
feL 


€b9 
€¢9 
€¢9 
£9 
SL9 


6T8 
SPL 
£9 
TLL 
069 


€%9 
€v9 
€b9 
TO8 
€%9 


ad c 


b09 
969 
bS9 
969 


p09 
vO9 
v09 
699 
b09 


ad c 


6z 


fos 
S6S 
¥TS 
6Lh 


SLY 
€9s 
cvs 
coS 
LSS 


SLE 
SLY 
96% 
96% 
69S 


so9 
TSS 
chs 
aio 
09S 


ZeS 
96% 
cbS 
Z6S 
Zo 


ua T 


aLWLS 


SOP 
S8P 
Les 
TS 


9b 
SbF 
StF 
L8% 
S6F 


ad Tt 


aqoWd 


69% 
STS 
TTS 
p8e 


69% 
6S 
69% 
69% 
Les 


69% 
69% 
69% 
69% 
cOF 


86S 
Sts 
6TS 
69S 
vOS 


69% 
69% 
69% 
S8sS 
69% 


ad 0 


wee cece eee eeeeeeeeeeesgroor 
se eeeeceeeeeesssggezy Qe00ng 
Cee Re se Tee NEeCes MOG XOATTS 
seve eeeeeeeeeeeeeessgzapueg 


SS SNA OS SL Onen eae 
SSSR CYCLE 8 0S eS YL ee 
PNY Se LIC CON eee 
COC ENCORE ERO OTRO eispuo0g 
eae Se wee Set wie Oe eC Ore 


TTeustTessnn 


CHCECTEC AEE CEE 68 "2° **9Uu0D0N 
ESS SE SES eS ee eee 
eee ee ew ewe we Cr es Oe 


CUTE CCV CS 460 4 Se eee eL 
ee i *'aqtueizy 
SRLS SE SESS SS eee ae 
eee eere scores eeeen °° *uTqQeT Tes 
iC ene teeter erence eee onbaag 


SES PSS See Se ee ew 190q 


CORSE COROT OHS OE TEESE sTetueg 
SEARS OCS See eee 
see e ee cceseeeee+ + zaQeMpROIg 
eC HHO SEE EE HES **ur0oH 5tq 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULSWNON 


eSTNOSsTW LEET E8OT 
epeosed SG6 Le6 
SUORSMOTTSA ‘UCGARD OTOT LOOT 


UTUITM WHAW UNA FO SeTQuNOD Ad Fb UAE 


66€ 
OT? 
L64 
bP 


66€ 
6SE 
cly 
v8P 
66€ 


ag 


ee > + * gO 20m 
ee eceece cose cece ces eyOUTBA 


$o* 64s 000, 


SES RE ONS RUT OS ee ee 
POLS WS RS 6108'S oO eee *48 


cece e rere eee enses ATeID “43S 


SAILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


SSZ 
8b9 
BCL 


ud 


ONISNOH ONILSIXS YOR SINAN LAWMAWW UIWA TeuUTA GTOZ AA 


PEOT 
6ETT 
6ETT 
6S8 


6eTT 
6TOT 
€0FT 
6TOT 
S6ET 


768 

ZbOT 
6€TT 
8S2T 
6TOT 


TS6 

6TOT 
6TOT 
S9bT 
6TOT 


6ETT 
Tv6 
6TOT 
9L6 
6TOT 


ud 


b039 
SOs 
8s 


ad 


z90T 
OLOT 
OTOT 
LEOT 
sts 


£€6 
£€6 
LZ6 
ZLE6 
LT6 


ud 


b06 
L06 
86 
TO08 


¥c8 
£06 
POET 
£06 
T86 


688 
TL6 
S06 
O90T 
LT6 


8b6 
TO8 
£06 
6T?T 
8h6 


£26 
Le6 
€06 
606 
8b6 


ud € 


8SS 
S8P 
S8P 


ug 


COL 
TEs 
068 
£6 
ets 


cS 
694 
028 
S88 
068 


ud ¢€ 


zs9 80S 9LD 
€¢9 SLY €€h 
€b9 cbs 69% 
€¢9 SLd 69% 
€v9 ces 69% 
€b9 cbs 69% 
S88 789 9%9 
€b9 90S 69% 
884 e8S 69% 
€b9 pes 69b 
O8Z 8g9 69S 
€b9 ces 6TS 
S8Z z8S 82S 
€v9 cbs 69% 
€v9 b8h 69% 
€¢9 cbs 69b 
€%9 96% 69% 
Lc8 899 TLS 
€¢9 62S 69% 
£¢9 c8h 69b 
€v9 6€S vSt 
€b9 6S 69F 
O€L OS €€s 
€b9 SLY ely 
awa ¢ wat wee Oo 
b09 SbF 66E 
b09 60S 66€ 
¥09 9b 6SE 
TL9 96% £6 
b09 cSt 66E 
709 9bP 6SE 
b09 9bF 66€ 
y09 SbF 66E 
629 S9F 29% 
y09 9bF 66E 
wad ct wa ud 0 


. 


eee + smoger 
*29QeMTITIS 
-* ‘ueptzeys 
-***pnqesoy 


** + pueTyqotya 
****aetTateirg 
*ISATY TEpMog 
‘+++ sdttttud 

ooee omaeg 


° 


**TeTSUTH 
* -uOsTpen 
* *uTooutTy7 
*yYIeTD pue stmMeq 
‘**cuTseg qatTpne 


eee eee sere rH 
*X2TTRA UePTON 
“esse ppTetzazep 
“peeyqqeta 
“**uoT Ted 


“uosmeq 
*zeqsno 
*zeq1edD 
“outeta 


“pesyrzsaesg 


SAHILNNOD NVLIITOdOULANNON 


treet eee eyoN BW 
sees -*¥oN IN 


‘e[nosstn 
‘STTed JeerH 
coeeeessswow IW ‘SBUTTITa 


SWSaW UNA NWLITOdOULaN 


. 


VWNW.INOW 


***qubtIm 
*+++eukem 
****sexoL 
“UeATTINS 


“preppo3s 


* *uouueys 
*pueqt zoos 
else s+ FeO ee 
“BASTASUSH °33S 
PERI ES O RE GO 


SAHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


penutzuoo LTYNOsSsIN 


@ SINGAHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59822 








£68 568 
eZ8 9SL 
468 b68 
oes 992 
0€8 392 
SLOT %68 
0€8 9SL 
L¥8 >v8 
T66 9SL 
0€8 BLL 
¥S8 9SL 
TT8 9SL 
S88 Les 
0€8 992 
8S8 008 
€€c8 66L 
TT8 9S4 
8T8 S8L 
S88 0L8 
TT8 9SL 
SLOT %68 
098 TLL 
Z88 6L8 
8S8 9SL 
TOOT TO08 
OSTT 006 
468 v68 
TT8 9S2 
0€8 S9L 
TT8 88L 
ud > Ud 
6TOT £€06 
F68 068 
qa bp Ue 


L409 
409 
L09 
L409 
L039 


409 
L409 
€z9 
L409 
L09 


L09 
L409 
zc99 
L409 
cb9 


€T9 
L409 
LO9 
z99 
L09 


L409 
6T9 
L09 
LO9 
L09 


£99 
L409 
£09 
L09 
£09 


ag Zz 


£9 
€v9 


wad c 


O€ 


ets 
ets 
65d 
SSt 
SSP 


cts 
SSP 
S2s 
09% 
SSP 


SSt 
60 
cts 
SSb 
T8P 


6S> 
60P 
60 
cos 
60h 


cts 
Ze 
PLY 
60b 
60 


€6F 
ets 
ets 
SSP 
ets 


ag tT 


60% 
604 
60¥ 
609 
60% 


60% 
60% 
O02P 
60% 
60% 


60% 
60% 
804% 
60% 
ESF 


66€ 
60% 
60% 
P6E 
60% 


604 
LTD 
60¥ 
60% 
60% 


elt 
60% 
60% 
607 
60% 


ad 


**STTOXONN 


+ *yOTITON 
*uosrleydon 
os** *SBBOT 


cons + tre 
*eyeq efkay 


KHER SORA EYER ODOT O WO OS -Xauresy 


*uosizsezzoo 
+++ zeyooH 


“yo00403TH 
7+ Ue TAeH 


ee ae 


sien ew eee O86 8 8 48 zetquoizg 


* -eTOWT TT 


eee eee ewe **a6poa 


uojzbutysem ‘Adzes “’ 


****uosMeg 


**° > gan en5 
“ee "xeF TOD 
--gsuusfaypD 
+++++esey9 


"++ *zeTIQna 


“**oTesggng 
cones oe 
+++ *9uU00g 
“+++ qzeuuReg 


--edotTequy 


SSILNNOD NVLITOdOULINNON 


uoxtqd 


“eqoyeq 


pzemes 
siepunes 


se Tbnog 


‘sseo 


azae4seouey 


GALWLS UTYITM WHYW AWA FO SeTAUNoED 


96% 
cvs 


ad Tt 


aoWd 


69% 
69% 


ad 


SPOT 626 
SLOT T¥8 
096 868 
cOzcT Z80T 
ST2T €L6 
ud bp UAE 


soot e eee eee eee eee eee ees syNPGTM 


C80 Rees 86 oe as 6 60 Rew. 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULAWNON 


80L 
409 
Ted 
408 
OOL 


ad 


SLOT 
€68 
TZOT 
oes 
TEe6 


€98 
SOOT 
€S8 
TT8 
Tes 


T98 
126 
Lv6 
6€8 
SOOT 


oes 
SLOT 
oes 
0€8 
L68 


€78 
TT8 
O€8 
SLOT 
Les 


S68 
bbs 
098 
L68 
bts 


ud & 
OSS 
€L? 
ees 
Zv9 
OES 


ud 


89TT 
SSTtt 


ad 


9SL 
69L 
e78 
9SL 
€Ts 


S08 
€78 
S6L 
69L 
954 


z08 
cLL 
'68 
S9L 
9SL 


9SZ4 
768 
9SL 
9SL 
b68 


9SL 
9SL 
9SL 
9SL 
ves 


9SL 
96L 
€8L 
768 
8SL 


ad € 
Tey 
T9E 
620 
08% 
ST? 


ud 


S€0T 
LZOT 


aa € 


L09 T8? 60% 
Log 6% 60% 
Leg LLY 62% 
409 SSt 60% 
€s9 €8h 88e 
99 LLY SEF 
L409 cts 60% 
89 CLD Oct 
L409 6h 60% 
409 ets 60% 
bv9 78h veep 
L409 6h 60% 
L409 SSF 60% 
bT9 pS vl? 
LO09 SSP 60% 
L409 60h 60% 
L409 SSP 60% 
L09 67 607 
Log 6 60% 
L09 60d cEP 
L09 6b 60% 
L039 ets 60 
L409 6% 60% 
L09 67 60% 
L409 60% 600 
L09 60 60% 
L09 99% 60F 
6c9 TLD v2 
£09 SSP 60% 
609 OS® Ld 
ud @ wd t ado 
LEL 89S BES 
Lee 89S 8es 
wac¢ VET dea oO 


ONISNOH ONILSIXY AOA SLNAA LAWMAWW 


oe 


s- 


+++ +pyeureNn 
“** {TT FII0W 
"* *uOSsSTpen 
oe Sse < Georr 
‘+ *upoouty 


“**TTequry 
“css "43Tew 
**+uosuyor 
7+ + *pazemMoH 
tees +qQToH 


*+°++sakey 
“uoATTWeH 
--XeTeer1y 
*+*zedsoy 
**+ueprzey 


. 


-**-seurng 
‘uTTyUerg 
7s * = Apang 
‘++ °° Tened 
ser? "Samed 


. 


*°+-+Sutumo 
9A 2%, SESS 
°° * S AZZOUS 
os 99 * TepeD 


*aqqng xog 
"°° oureta 
"tc anyqay 
+00 6 gee 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULEWNON 


“*""WSW GS-aN-WI 


‘AYTD xnots 


‘cess *waWH AN ‘AQunoD p2emas 


“*""WAWH GN 
“WAWH WI-GN 


‘Aqunod sizepunes 
‘sJ3NTa TFounoD-eyeuwo 
settee eee eee es wawH aN 


‘uloouty 


SWHYW YW NYLITOMOULEN 


WASVWUdIN 


Settee eee e eee ee sees es > spe TqeoyM 


aIwd TeutdA Sto~ Ad 


errr rere ss *O2nNeUes., 


SHILNNOD NVLITOdOXLENNON 


penuty{uos WNVINOW 


- @ @INGEHOS 


59823 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





UMO} SsieaM “AQTO TaQseyoueN 


‘UMOZ UMORZSFFJOHD ‘UMOQ pAozZpod FO sumog AQunoD yHnoroqs{{tH STST BEET 
*umMoQ uMOpURS ‘UMOQ weTeS 


‘UMOQ puoukey 


‘UMOQ pee ysduey 
‘UMOQ 194899 


‘uMOQ SaTduey ‘uM0oq vOTeYS 


UMOQ WeyPUuTM 
‘UMOJ MOFSTETA 


‘uMo 


quowe24 


‘UMOZ UOZMEN ‘UMOQ UOQSHbuTy 


‘umoq Azzeq ‘uMOQ OTTTaAueg 
‘umMOQ UOSUTYQW JO sumoQ AQunoDd weybutTysoy T9St GST 


uMOQ TOSPUTM 


‘umO} YHnoro0oqiejad ‘UMOQ WOISOg MeN 


‘umo3 ySnozogepudéT ‘umoq yHnorz0qsT{TtH ‘UMOQ YyoooueR 
‘UMOQ PTeTsuseIzyH ‘UMOQ UMOQSS<OUeITAZ ‘uMOcQ Hut1rz9898ed 
4uMOQ UORHutTuusg ‘UMOQ WTAjUY FO sumoQ AQUMOD YHnoAOQSTITH 2ZET FPSTT 


umoq uoqdueH yanos 


zeOT 


ceOT 
SL8 

T8TT 
zEOT 
89ST 


ad 


TTs 
SLOT 


0€8 
oes 
816 
096 
€S6 


08 
LS6 
926 
SLOT 
TTs 


ud + 


846 


TO08 
9€8 
zSOT 
£06 
88eT 


ud € 


9SL 
768 


9SZL 
9S2 
r68 
9SL 
OTs 


TLL 
9SL 
9S4 
9SL 
9S2 


uae 


‘umoq yooiqees jo sumoq AQqunoDd weybutyoou ¢€7z0z% T9ST 


€%9 


€b9 
£9 
SEL 
€v9 
ZH6 


aad Zz 


£09 
L09 


£09 
409 
L409 
£09 
oss 


£09 
409 
L409 
£09 
409 


ad z 


Te 


ALWLS UTYITM WHAW AWA FO SQueuoduoD Ad pb AA E 


eS 


cPS 
SLY 
PPS 
SLY 
Z9L 


aad T 


aLVIS 


8SP 
ets 


6b 
SSP 
6b 
6h 
88% 


SS¥ 
6Ld 
ets 
zZTts 
6 


ud T 


aovd 


Ese 


ese 
eset 
6h 
ese 
99S 


ua 0 


eee eee meee eee ee ee ***puTrysireg 
eee ee cee OEY VSN WSR SES y ee 
eee eeeees ey upoouty 
CRROSRVCEC CHEE C2 OS O26 OT ESD ap toquny 
SENS EE ORES LE ee eS. 0 TY Oe 
eee eer we reese ees e esses eens se {bnog 


SHILNNOOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


eoysem ‘A0709S LEST ZIET 
MIPTD G69T 82bT 
uosazep OTST OFP2T 


UTYITM WAYV YWd FO SoTQuUNOD Ad F AH EC 


60% 
60% 


60% 
60% 
60% 
60% 
6S 


60F 
60% 
O64 
60% 
60% 


ud 0 


Sere eee cere ree eeerereeeees ey zOZ 
CS HO Oe WE OO E903 E648 BESS aa4sqem 


‘bi Ove eRe We Core kew ue eee ASTTeA 
covers Settee eee eee eee eee + gpmoys 
eee ee wm wee eee 7 OER SS See? Se 
EEE CEE Re ELS OST aS Oe ee Tee ee 


sete e eee eee eeeseessgantg sqq00g 


see eee eee eee wee we metre were rene yoor 
eee eee eee eee eee ee ee ees MOTT EM peu 
| Seats ee tee TESTE 
oe ee eee sdteud 
Ree ee ewe ewww ewe soumeg 


SAILINNOD NVLITOdOULSWNON 


PLOT 


89TT 


$26 
pert 


ud z 


$76 
696 
0L8 


ud @ 


9%8 


OT6 


LOL 
S6TT 


aa Tt 


660T 
EbOT 


c6ET 
O€TT 
E0eT 
eset 
86bT 


aa b 


669 
L8L 
789 


ud Tt 


L68 
Lo8 


TT8 
TT8 
o€8 
€28 
906 


TT8 
[ts 
TLOT 
cS6 
SLOT 


ua 


6€9 


86L 


veL 
TLOT 


ua o 


S60T 
ZEOT 


8STT 
8T6 

TtOr 
SB80T 
vSOT 


ad ¢€ 
tSS 


O€9 
Sts 


ud oO 


y68 
vb8 


9SL 
9SL 
LT8 
0z8 
obs 


9SL 
9SL 
9SL 
9SL 
v68 


ad ¢€ 


Fete ee tee eee tee eee eee eee eee ee eran BN 


Ce IES yy ST ae 


8SL 6€9 
6924 89S 
98L €99 
vOL b6S 
cts 009 
6¢8 8z9 
9¢8 999 


aa 2 da Tt 


409 Sst 
409 60F 
409 6ob 
409 6>b 
409 ets 
409 ets 
8L9 TOS 
409 €0S 
409 6ob 
L409 ets 
L409 SSP 
409 €9% 


aq 2 wat 


‘zoqsoyourey 


“s0us1Me7 


(3aed) HN ‘AQunoD ySnoszoqstttH 


“"""WHIWH HN-wWW ‘ADUTNO-eHptaqurep-uoqsog 


cSt 
8Sb 


ELb 
OzF 
PSP 
SOS 
bO0S 


ad o 


604 
60 


606 
606 
60 
60% 
LSv 


60 
606 
60F 
60% 
60% 


ud oO 


SNISOOH ONILSIXS YOd SINAY LAXAVW 


SW4aW YNA NY LITOdOULaW 


SYIHSANWEH MAN 


aeae 


seee 
seee 


eee eee eee mw ee eee eee ee eee 


eutd S3TUM 


‘°° SAN 


++ MOAT 
‘ zepueq 
*pyeINg 
°° ONTE 


088 66 6.0 6 eed EO. +++ +TTTYOINYD 


SAHILINNOD NWLITOdOuLANNON 


WSK AN ‘syreds-ousy 
"ec *"¥7SH AN ‘O8STpereg-se6Haq seq 


CN VS CCC CUN OS OE AN ARES WOSZED 


SVSYY YA NVLITOCOULaW 


Cd 
Ce 
eee eee ee ew ere ee wen eens 


VWCVAGN 


**TOTSOUM 


woysanyy 


‘zekeuL 
**xnots 


“uepTireys 


‘eutTes 


“*umospzeygoty 


-- "3090 


SSILNAOD NVLITOdOULANNON 


penutqu0. WYSWadgN 


MIWA TePUTA GTOZ Aa - @ PINGHHDS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59824 


‘drysumoq sseoong ‘umoj pzozjzeijs ‘uMOQ uMO Ss QIeMSeQS 
4uMOQ YARAS ‘UMOQ suUANqTeYysS ‘jueZB sbeT{ToD puooss 
‘aseyoaind sjuebaes ‘’‘umoq ydtopuey ’umo3 Bangs zjata 

‘quei5 sueyyutg ‘drysumoq [TTepo ‘uMoj pueTrequnyj3038N 

‘dtTqSUMOQ PTSTISTITW ‘UMOQ UPTIW ‘UOTReDOCT suTIAeH 

‘que1z6B syueqing pue MoT ‘uMOQR TAaQseouUeT ‘dtysumoq Auusy{ty 
4umoQ Uoszezzer ‘aseyound sAetpeR ‘quexz6 susery 

‘UMO} WeYyIOH ‘UOTReOOT sHutarq_ ‘UMOQ TOIT_ ‘umoA reummMaG 
‘dtysumoq s{Ttaxtq ‘quez6Q sxtq ‘umoqj uoqrteq ‘juez6 s3Qnp 
‘eseyoind spzogmerd ‘uMmoQ eTquMTOD ‘uMOQ yoorzqeToD 

‘UMOQ STTTASHIeTD ‘eseyoand sxzetTpueyd ‘umoqj [TorzeD 
‘dtysumoq eSptaquea ‘Aqto utj[azeq ‘aseyoind sueseg 

‘guei5 suesg ‘querd Awepeody uojquUeWTTO pue uosuUTHXIY 

UuMOQ AZeAseyoutM 

‘UMOQ pPUeTerOoW4SSM ‘uUMOQ sTOdTem ‘uMoqj AOA ‘uMoQ ASzuemg 
‘umoy} Azransg ‘uMoQ UBATTTNS ‘UMOQ preppogjs ‘uMoQ Aanqxoy 
‘UMOQ obputTy ’UMOQ puUOUTOTY ‘’UMOQ UOSTSN ‘UMOQ MOTIEH 
‘umoq ySnozoq{tzeW ‘AQtTO susey ‘umoQ Asazazzec ‘uMOoQR STepsuTtH 
‘UMOQ STTTASTIIEH ‘UMOQR UMSTTDH ‘UMOQ WETTTTAZQATZ 

‘UMOQ UTTQnd ‘UMOQ PTeTJAeAsaeyD ‘uMOR pes zsty 

UMO} CLIOGSFTOM ‘UMOQ PTATFSYem 
4amMOq YQACMUTeL ‘UMOQ YoOtTApues 
‘umoj yBnozoquojztnow ‘umojQ uoSsTpeNn 
‘UMOR UOTISOOT §,3APH ‘UOTReEOOCT £,9TeH 
‘UMOQ WOpeezzZ ‘UMOQ weyHutyya “umMoQ uoqeg ‘umoQq AemMUOD 

‘UMOR WeYyAQeYyO ‘UMOR PTSTFHCorG ‘umMoQ 4ASeTIAeG ‘umMoQ AueqTY 
UMOQ UOFTTL *‘uUMoQ uojUAOquUeS ‘uUMOQ uojdWeH MeN 

4UMORZ YUQTPeTeW ‘AQTO eTUODeT ‘uMORZ UOQUeWTTHO ‘UMOQZ PAOFTTH 
’UMO} ATOGTeH TEeQUeD ‘UMOQ AUOUTTSeg ‘UMOR peSeysuTeG ‘UMOQ BORTY 


‘uUMOZ OCAOqUOAINL 
‘umoQ vsedtsso 
4UMOQ uUOSsXoeL 


satqunod ueqtTodozjewuou uTYITM SUMOL 


umoq wey6ut 3 ION 

‘UMOQ POOMYAION ‘uMOQ AzASpuUOpUuOoT ‘uUMOQ PTSeTJ199q 

‘uMO} eBTpued ‘uMoQR uANngqny jo sumog Aqunop weybutyooy 

uMoq pr0zzerqs ‘ARTO yATOMSASsMOS ‘UMOQ PIOFSUTT LON 

“ARTO AZeqyseqooy ‘umoQ weyand MeN ‘UMOQ UOATIW ’UMOQ UORSTPPTW 
‘umo3 Aanqpep ‘umMoQq oe ‘umMoQ uojBbutwzeg ‘umojq weyang 

“A4T. zeaoq ‘umoQR woybutrzszeg Fo sumoq AyqunoD pxzo0zzeszas 

uMO} weyjerm4s ‘uMoQ sky 

‘Xqto yqnousqiog ‘umoQj uojdweH YAAON ‘uUMOQ AoexXTeUMEN 

“UMO} UOQHSUTMAN ‘UMOJ SPTATJMAN ‘UMOQ STISeD MON 

‘umoqQ uoqSutsuey ’umMoQj sTTegq uojduey ‘umoj uoqduey 

‘UMO} PUeTUaeID ‘UMOR Aeyexg_ ‘uMOQ Hutddgq ‘umoj uoysHhutTy 4Aseg 
‘UMOQ poomjuerg Jo sumog AQunop weybutyooy 

UMOR UOATTM ‘UMOQ WeUTed ‘UMOQ YoOTMSdI men ‘AQTO enysen 

4UMOQ UOUTSA JUOW ‘UMOQ PAOFTIW ‘UMOQ YoOeuTAAsW ‘uMOQ uUOSseW 
‘UMOQZ PLTSETFYOITT ‘UMOQ UOCSPNH ‘UMOQ STTTOH “UMOQ ST TTaAueseip 
‘UMO} SUTTYOOIG ‘umoQR AsreywYy JO sumoyA AQunoD yHnoroqsT{tH 


ALWLS UTYATA WHUAW UWA FO SjueuoduioD 


ce 4=6gdWd 


vETT 996 
LOLT SOET 
v2bT 8ThbT 
SEPT -CLet 
ud bp Ue 
OLLT P9LT 
TESt eSPrt 
608T 8sSST 
uqp wg@e 


60L 86S €LS ee ee eo ee a ee Te eee eee “HN ‘Aqunop scoop 
870T PEL z99 eee ewww rene SES PEE SRR SOS eee aie ee ‘A3un0D ertyseyD 
6TOT S98L LOL eee ew wwe ewe wee ewer ww ewe Sabie ta eae ‘XRunop TjToerzzreD 
€66 PEL Gee: (CPUS SLRS Sena e eae i aaeasia ye ee eS are euea aioe EN ‘Aqunop deuxteg 
wz wat weo SAILINNOD NYLIITOdOXLSNNON 
G8ZT 0S6 eh RCSB She 2 APS a aret ace WAWH HN ‘AjunoD weyburyooy uzeqsem 
P90T Lt8 Ste. <7) en ser ececse cs “WAWH HN ‘2eqQseyooy-YyQnous 310g 
6SII 888 ZBL PEOCSHE ESSE ELLER TEES EE ESOT ERE EE ee OI oe ‘enysen 


ud @ uadt wd o SVauYW YUNA NVYLITOUOULaN 


Ppenut uc. FZYIHSdNWVE MaAN 


SNISOOH ONILSIXS YOA SINAY LAMAWVW UIWA TePuUTA GTOZ Ad - @ AINAGHHDS 


59825 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 











euy euog 
uenp ues 
eTOUSTeA ‘OTTTTeureg 


‘eouezIOL ‘TeaAopues 


HLIVLS UTYITM WHAWY UWA FO SOTQUNOD 


usrz1eM 
puetzsquny 
190198EN 

‘uo burtang 
Aen adeo 
‘sTtTazoK ‘xessg 
ues00 ‘YANouwUOW 
’XOSeETPPIN ‘UOprequUNnyY 
uospng 
‘usbaeg 
OTAUeTIV 


wetTes ‘TseRssono TH ‘uspurep 


uotug ‘xessng 


qesiteuos 


oTesseg 


SLWLS UTYITM WHAY HWA FO SeTQuNnoHD 


umoj uoqySutTysem ‘umoq ARtug ‘umoqQ ssedeuns 
‘uMOQ PTSTsUTeTd 

*uMOQ wUOphirey 

‘UMOQ YSTUIOCD 


‘umoj pTetszS5utads 
‘umOq 320dmenN ‘uUMOQ AteqsdueT 
‘UMO WeYQUeI ‘UMOQZ UsaYysOy ‘uMOQ BOpAOID 
‘AQTIOD Quowsere{TD ‘aUMOQ UMOASeTIAePYD ‘UMOQ YIAOMOW 
UMOQ 3OUTTM 

‘UMOQ ZeASqemM ‘UMOR ASUTeM ‘UMOQR UORANS “’uMOQ AangsTTes 
‘UMOQ PTETISI4Td ‘UMOQ BYorAqued ‘UMOQ PTSTIJYAAON 

‘uMO} UOpuoT MAN ’UMOQ AINGQMAaN ‘UMOQZ UOpNoT ‘uMoA voqUTYydoR 
4UMOQ FRSSYOOH ‘UMOQR L[TITH ‘UMOQ ASyNTUUSH ‘AQTO UTTYyuUeIY 

4uMOQ wosdg ‘UMOQ UO_AAequNG ‘uMOQ Aanqueq ‘ARTO pxrOdUOD 

“UMOQ TeAseyotTyD ‘umoq Aanqaejued ‘uMmoQ przozperg 

‘UMOQ MOG ‘UMOQ USMEDSOG ‘UMOQ TSAOCPUY ‘UMOQ UMOJSUSTTW 

UMOQ YOOSPOOM 

4UMOQ YQAACMQUSM ‘UMOQ ASTTPA STTTATSReM ‘UMOQ UszTITeM 

‘UMOQ UOQUAOCYUL ‘UMCQ TITH zeBng ‘umoq Aouumy ‘umoQ ynowdATY, 
‘UMOQ QUOUZeTd ‘UMOQ PAOFAO ‘uMOQ sHuezoO ‘umoQj soruSH 

‘umOQ owAT ‘MOQ ueUAT ‘UMOQ STOWISATI ‘UMOQ UORSTIITA 

‘UMOQ UOGSTT ‘uMOQ UTOOSUTI ‘ARTO uOUeqsST ‘uMOQ JyepueT 

‘UMOQ SSSUTOPTOH ‘uUMOQ UOAqGsH ‘UMOQ [TTTYyUAeAeH ‘UMOFZ TdSAOURH 
‘UMOQ U0ROADH ‘UMOQ UWORFeAH ‘UMOQ eTUODUeAA ‘UMOQ PTEeTJUA 
‘UMOQ YUQAOMSTTA ’umMoQ uojseqg ‘’uMOQ ABsqAseyorod ‘umoQ ueeuURD 
‘UMOQ UO AdueED ‘UMOQ TOASTIgG ‘UMOR AajemMahptzrg ‘uMOQ WayaTy je 
‘UMOQ UoJqUSG ‘UMOQ Ye ‘UMOQ pUeTUSY ‘UMOQ eTIpuexXsTY 

UMOQ PTSTFIITUM 


*UOTREOOT YAAOCMAUeM ‘eseyoind searSsse_ pue uosdwoyy 


setqunos ueqttTodoayewuou uty qtM sumMoy 


€€ gdvd 


800T 
696 
T8bT 


ud Ff 


8egT 
S6LT 
6T6T 
9bST 
TL9OT 
TL8T 
6€27 
S$SZ 
LbST 
bTO0Zz 
O68T 


ad P 


SLET 


SzsT 


€69T 


ad F% 


£06 
£06 
OT2T 


ud ¢ 


69FT 
CEPT 
6S9T 
OFPT 
8ssTt 
LE9T 
€06T 
OF6T 
€L9T 
9LLT 
92ST 


ud € 


eset 


OzET 


€2st 


aq ¢€ 


beg 
S@L 
9€8 


ud 7% 


$2TT 
STTT 
69ZT 
SSTt 
22Ttt 
692T 
eLet 
S6¢T 
sTet 
TLEeT 
SLTT 


ud z 


866 


TOOT 


€T2T 


ud Zz 


ONISNOH ONILSIXS WOA SINSA LAWAWWN YIWA TeuTA GTOZ Ad - 


PES Str SSSA FPO CHA DEE WOO) O48 Oe ee WSN WN ‘seonio set 
9€S 66% SCESCSCECSCCHEESCCOSCCOCSOGEVSEER CECE ER WSH WN ‘uoqburwaeg 
Z89 €bS eee COCOCVVETC ECE CEOS EES OO 10 CRr eee ‘enbaenbnqtws 
ua tT ud Oo SVHUV UNA NVLITOAOULEN 

ODIXSaW MAN 
126 L89 LEECH ENCES Ot OOS 0489 es ae ‘Xqunop userzreM 
S06 PBL “ccc WSW CN ‘WOZSHSptTag_-STLTTATTIN-puelouta 
Se re ee ee aes WSN ON ‘S5utmg-uojqueal 
6S6 PTS “‘WSW GW-R30-CN-Wd ‘uo SututTtmM-uspurep-erydrtepertuds 
ees 899 SE Se eee A eee es SOV e Sore eee Oe oe ‘AAITD uwesso 
€90T SZOT PEERS ESS SERGE CLE SLES oe ee ‘YICMON 
SO0TT 9£6 ES ee ee See SS ee ‘ueed0-uyNowUO_ 
Sion Seer Ce ee WAWH ON ‘UOpiejUNK-Jesisulog-xXeseTpPpIn 
60TT 600T CECCD OPER OC HOTT ECS S144 000+ ee Se ie "AhATD Aesasn 
9STT OLOT oeeeee RESEDA SS VSS SS See ON ‘OTesseg-ushr9g 
L¥6 LT8 ececeeeerrere ce + es ew A ‘uoquoumrey - 44 TD oTqUeTiv 
ua tT ua oO SWSuW UWA NWLITOdOULEW 

ASSUSC MEN 
618 STL ee en ee eee ae eee ee ‘AQRuNOD weat{Tins 
Los 6€9 CESS COE SST SL eee PSS Se ee ae ‘“ARunoD YoeutrszzS8wW 
S96 ne. aoe ees ee coe e cme ‘Xjuno0p uoj4zeay 
ua tT ua o SAILNNOD NWLITOdOULSNNON 


penutzuoo FAXIHSdWWH MAN 


@ FINAGIHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59826 


LOST S€ET OSOT 808 ZOL Cera ee pe one oy saints cen te, tee te uoszszyen 
9ZET O00ZT L68 EGL 699 cee ee ewe ee ewww eens vo 64S Sg geaH 
€60T 56 ZZL Z9S 85S Stet ee ee eee ete eee ee eee euog tng 
L87T 6E0T FE8 os9 eae), eure. Pre ee Ten ar ae eo gt oe *xOssg 
vOOT OL6 TSL £09 6S Fe er eT eR Ta ep eh hk 
€SZT VETT Shs c99 ey eae re ere re ne eee uoRAUt{to 
986 T96 LL9 6TS 9TS Se ar a ee ae aS enbneqneyo 
9TOT 676 STL L9S ie THOS AS Pree ig enone snineireq3e) 
aay wae aac USE de SHILINQOD NWLITOdOYLANNON 
TeAssyoIsem E9EZ SEDZ 

epteug ‘ASWTXASH Z90T 96 
ofeamso ‘ebepuouo ‘uoOstpeM OFTT 6E£0T 
oukem ’sueeTzQ ‘OTAeQUO ‘SsOAUOW ‘UCASHuTATI B9TIT E60T 

aeBuerio ‘ssaqoand sgsst sgPrt 

puelTyooy ‘puouyoty ‘sueend ‘weujng ‘y10KR Men ‘SHuty ‘xuozq™ PETZ PO6T 
ATOFINS “NeSSPN ZLSZ PETZ 

T99S5TH 989T SSPT 
sutTydwol €6ST 88ST 
uozSuTysem ‘uUeITeM FZET 6STT 

Hunusyd gssor TL6 

erebeIN ‘STIG TTILT 7286 
eBoty, ‘ewoorqg 66TT 8S0T 
etazeyoyos ‘Apeqosusyos ‘ehbojerzes ‘Asejtessusy ‘Aueq{tw P6ZT 902T 
SLIWLS UTYITM WHAW AWA FO SetzIuNoD AA & AA CE 
LPS PTE TES 99% €9F EES RES FESR Se PS, ot re 
STITT 982 tes 99% vPP Be ps Seen a cesses rss © OLTODOS 
€L8 €r8 8e9 bes O8e€ BS eee Wipe he ct Ons eZ ‘TenBtn ues 
€%8 98L TES 99% SLE SR EI ROR RTE SSS SS EE EDS EE ae eee 
STITT TZ6 TE9 ces 68€ AS RNS SIOZ ES yaar wy ieee aaa 01930 
TOOT €€6 6bL zeE9 LLS RRO ENE Semi Ber Pee ee ene ‘++ A@TUTMOW 
POLT STET 900T SLL €09 EE EES eS ee ee 
96 606 STL 8éS et Ger evicne wk at he Oa OND nite os tage ae eet 
Lv6 9€8 TES 6% Re LAGMe Ds “Gina sy Sane Nanna re esas areas ieees ete Sutpazex 
STOT O€6 TE9 Zes €Lb PS RE Se eset ee ety ete a 
Lb6 O€6 TEe9 ZES ELb teen eee teen reece esses popg ag 
z98 £08 SP9 LLY PLP ste eee cere e eee eee eee ee exeztog 
TOTT T68 TES 99% Sep Se ae, mi SK Oe ee ae "se reeess seAeyd 
we Sae€ 8h c MET Ue SHIINNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 
ea eques 99ET S8L2T 
SLWLS UTYRT WaaW YWA FO SeTAuNOD Aa &’ AA EC 

ve OVd 


T6ST 
PTL 
f6L 
498 
88TT 
T8PT 
8TLT 
Ott 
9PTT 
£98 
8SL 
89L 
crL 
896 


ad z 


€S6 


ud 2 


SNISNOH ONILSIXS YOR SLNEY LAWUWW YIWA 


TL6 
€sot 
SSTT 


ceot 
SEesT 
096 
eLtt 
SL6 


ad *F 


762T 
T9S 
619 
cTL 
996 
6F72T 
S6ET 
958 
LS6 
OTL 
8LS 
LT9 
T8s 
ZBL 


ud T 


Z80T 
L¥6 
O6TT 


€b8 
Ld6 
€T6 
960T 
L¥6 


Lv6 
€L6 
STITT 
8sTTtt 
L¥6 
ud 
b08 


ud T 


Trs 
bS6 
SPOT 


006 
96TT 
O€6 
786 
498 


ade 


Z90T 
TSS 
sss 
sss 
Les 
96TT 
OOTT 
689 
O82 
sss 
T8t 
T8S 
69S 
069 


ud 0 


600T 
9BL 
Les 


TT8 
TEs 
OT6 
TZ20T 
O£6 


Of6 
Se6 
226 
TL8 
0&6 
wade 
6EL 


ud oO 


SL9 
brL 
Lek 


8TL 
€76 
999 
6bL 
e99 


ad z 


69S 
€6S 
S9S 


69S 
Cel 
4) 
68S 
Tes 


ad T 


bTS 
8SFh 
T9S 


$95 
8EL 
0ctS 
bSS 
87S 


ad oO 


ce ecccce ee rcccee seeee++-coqTTueH 
Tote esc eeecccresccces sos saggauan 
Sees erro reese er esses se CCB ET 


AES SSS SSeS SRR ORE Ee Fe 
FREESE Ee eae SSeS oe! 
se ene Me Se ROSS + Ree Se 6 6m ee 
VEE SOS GREER ORO SS oe 
eee ee ee ee ee ee Auebettw 


SHILNQOD NWLITOdOXLENNON 


***peay uotqydsoxg Azojn jeAS AN ‘AQuUNOD Iaqseyojsem 


Ft teen eee eee eee ee eyon aN 


‘suoy-eOTAN 


EELS ELE AER OL ING GS SR eS AE A AES Se AN ‘asnoerds 
See ee scnnhind fbe-ao beaten erer -"WSK AN ‘e3seqo04 
"cette ss" ¥SW AN ‘UMOISTPPTW-YSanqueNn-stsdssyyhnog 
2) SOR, OMIA OS RR BIBT AERTS ere eve ee VAWH AN ‘320% MON 
sete cece eee eeeeeeeeeeees wa AN ‘NTOTINg-nesseN 
26 OC OSS 0 6646 6646600606660 66 8 CECE SS WSN AN ‘uoqs6buty 
Fae Eiais als haa ee area re te eeeeesewoW AN ‘eoeNaT 
Sita tod tareei hes aE stseceeesssyow AN ‘STTea sueTO 
Penne e eee eee eee e eens eeeeeees Wg AN /exTUTE 
Ee RU carr, erzed5etn-oTesgng 
SE SA SRS SS A'S A OAR OSE SR RY eRe RL AN ‘uoqueybutg 
LEELA SE REALS OF WSW AN ‘A02L-Apeqodsusyos-Aueqty 
SWHAW UWA NVLITOGOULIN 

WYOA MEN 

ore LLS 69S see e cece cere eee eeceeec cesses sgoRz 
Teg 99% 625 Deter eee e seer reece e ees sprzatg 
219 [zs 00F bette cece e neces eeeeees eq aaasooy 
TE9 99% €9% SS SER ESRF ROR SOE OS E888 RG 8b OR 
Tes 2ES CLP wee e cece centre eee eee + pro 
TE9 Tes ELb ee eee e cece cece teen eeees seman 
0z8 909 Seb tte eett eee tere reece ees sutopuTA 
TE9 T6P Cif MR NO Ea EN a IS of TeptH 
Teg T6P Eade 6 810 SR SIRE SNE Eo prone AS eLae ednrtepenp 
8ZL 8S PES PLEAL EO EEE TERR ERE Oe awe Ree 
Te9 69% 99% SORE EA AB OB RY 9 RINSE S 81S ey 
Te9 28% 6LP sete ete e eee e eee eee ee sees sprogry 
te9 ZE6 Lb settee eee cece erences ees ono74R9 
ua 2 Ud tT ago SHIINNOD NVLITOdOULSWNON 


cererrere eet es te ae ‘oa eques 
SWauv YNA NVLITOCOULEAN 
penut{uos ODIXaAN MAN 


TeutdaA STO? AX - A AINAIHOS 


59827 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/ Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





6TTT 
sett 


6TTT 
€26 
O8FT 
Sts 
6TTT 


€LOT 
TSbT 
Sts 
OSsOT 
S%8 


ad 


€62T 
SLSt 
OZOT 
62TT 
LLOT 


ad 7 


L8L 
T?8 


TE6 
L8L 
6E€2T 
L8L 
TE6 


ses 
TLTT 
L8L 
TEe6 
L8L 


ae ¢ 


966 
tttt 
STOT 
€v0T 
0S6 


ud € 


ZE9 
St9 


ze9 
ze9 
€88 
ze9 
ze9 


zce9 
6T8 
zce9 
zeg 
ze9 


ad 


OeL 
958 
eth 
LLL 
€92 


ad 


S 


ES Its wee eee ee eee eeeeeeee + +N I95970H 
ES OL? Kee VEVAE TEN el OS eee e ee xezTTeH 
LO pop Otte beet e cece reece ees ourpyETy 
Z0S 66P CSE SEES eS SESS eS Eee Oo eee 
£59 zz9 wee cece cece eee eee e eens egzEg 
OTS ITs wee cece eee eeeeeeeeee + + gnqumtoo 
€ES tts Soeveeo eee eCC CECE HESS aS ee 
Lob 69% wee cece eee eeee ee eeee + eggyoreyD 
169 z99 wee eee e eee eee rece eres na zeqres 
L9F $94 wee eee cece eee eeeeees srapEtg 
26% 68y Oe chee ean +e seeee se eqzogneeg 
Zab a CORP ODAACRS COREE ORES EEG STO eusy 
f wat xuado SHIINQAOD NVLITOdONLSENNON 

UTHXPeA ‘S@HOVS ‘YAASAOG ‘ataeq YPOT T66 
ATSAOURPH MON “HYOTMSUNAG FLZT Ltt 

yongtzandD 926T O€ST 

YseN ‘squooehpg 86 668 

weySutyoou Sts L8L 

exem ‘uOJSUYyOL ‘UTTXUeTG LLbT 68TT 

uosied 066 928 

aepued OTT 066 

MOTSUO 69€T LBOT 

®SXOH O60T 648 

eqmeqed ‘TISMPTeD ‘exAng ‘TepuexetTw BZ0T L728 
poomAeH 9EFT SZTT 

33td O7ZT EG 

ydtopuey ‘pzosttnD Oso0t LS6 

euseIn Sts €6L 

eukem STOT O€8 

puetzeqund €0€T SECT 

eHuerio ‘weyang ‘weyQeyd OZET LZTIT 

uotuy ‘BanqueTyoon ‘uoqsepy ‘snazreqeyp 68ET OZTT 

soueWeTWY 626 €06 

uoSTPen *uosSispusyH ‘equooung SZPT OOoTT 

uosuw 6TTT S76 

HLIWLS UTURIM WHNW UNA JO setquNOD Ud b UGE 
T9S sss Chet eee ete CVG idee ee so ex 
069 989 EMEA ESDP R EOI eae RNS UeATTINS 
109 98% wee eee eee e cece e cece ees spOgteEg 
ZT9 6ES ote e ec eeeeeeeeeesssQomeIMeT °35 
S09 To9 See fee eee eee eee ee ee Azawobjuoy 
Z wat uqo SHIINAOD NWLITOdONLSEWNON 

€ aDwd 


L89 
L¥8 
LOTT 
6S9 
ze9 
8T6 
€99 
cL9 
cid 
ce9 
ceg 
TT8 
689 
POL 
ce9 
Les 
DLL 
bL8 
TEs 
S69 
LS8 
ces 


aq Zz 


SNISNOH ONILSIXE 


cett 
SZ6 


TEtt 
966 
8ZET 
LT6 
6TTT 


6L6 
9TeT 
Svs 
8F0T 
806 


ud & 


T9sS 
S89 
026 
ees 
00s 
PLL 
06% 
L64 
629 
v6r 
ees 
679 
ets 
b6S 
L9% 
TLP 
S09 
LEL 
TOL 
TSS 
€2L 
ees 


ud 


L76 

bTOT 
Catt 
86TT 
P60T 


ad + 


Lt6 
8r8 


Ors 
088 
486 
LL8 
8e8 


p06 
900T 
Les 
S?OT 
S06 


ud ¢€ 


OFS 
6€9 
568 
O€s 
L6h 
€99 
€Sth 
£6 
p29 
T6h 
TTS 
Sc9 
O€s 
8Ts 
b9b 
cSt 
TO9 
L6S 
9&9 
8bS 
OTS 
b8th 


ud 


S06 
006 
8L6 
LeTT 
€vo0T 


wad ¢€ 


“WAIWH OS-ON 


cts 
OSS 


€0S 
DLE 
ech 
86% 
TTS 


v9F 
£99 
b9F 
07S 
tts 


ud 0 


. 


***qQqQeuzeH 
*oTTTauerzy 


toe "saqey 
* ‘uosptaeg 
‘++ *WeAeID 
*pueTeAeTO 
‘++ *aemMoyD 


ee 
eee eee eee eee ee 


ee 


oe ee ee meee eee ewe 


*TTeaseo 
* *uepurep 
“*et qteg 
-+*XAraeaw 
-Xueybettw 


eee eee eee eer ee ees 


oo eee meme eee eeeens 


eee ee ewe em eee eens 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
‘ 


SAHILNNOD NVLITOdOULANNON 


‘""’"WSH ON ‘ueTeg-uojsutm 
“o* ° *WAWH ON ’UuoQ5uTwtt™ 


‘SMON 31T0dmMeN-YTOFAON-Yoeeg etutTbatprs 


eee 


os eee 


9S% 
T8h 
ots 
b29 
6€S 


CEES ECR SSS SS ee ‘qunon Ayooy 
‘*'**WaWH ON ‘Aqunop weyhbutyooy 


. 


. 


weer 


“""WSW ON ‘AzeD-ybtetTey 
“WAaWH ON ‘AQunoD uosizeg 
“WHWH ON ‘AQuNOD rzSpusedg 
‘**WSW ON ‘OT TTAuosyoer 
"***°WAWH ON ‘AQunoD 8yxoH 


oe 


"WSW ON ‘uoqQUeHdz0M-rTOUST-ATOYOTH 


teste eee swaWEH ON 

teers ee seu awH ON 
“WAWH ON 
tose eee + ewan ON 
totes e tees swoon ON 


- 


L69 Sts 
T89 eLS 
ce9 90S 
zes zOS 
T9L zg9s 
ze9 Tos 
zce9 €e€s 
weg LO 
808 L¥9 
eg LO 
6042 bZS 
zeg ees 
wdc ua4©4 
“""WSW ON-WA 
y69 ets 
969 89S 
8L9 p9S 
6€8 9L9 
804 €8S 
ud ce ua4dt 


aYOd SINSY LAWMAWN YIW4 


ud 


. 


. 


. 


‘Xyunop poomskey 
“O9TTTaAuseiry 
‘qutog ybtH-oz0qsuse1y 
‘Xqunop eusery5 
‘OIOGSPTOS 


"ccc s ss“ WAWH ON ‘OTT TAS Q3e4eg 
“**WAWH ON ‘TITH Tedeyd-weying 
‘TITH WOou-etuojzsep-aq Qo TzeYyD 
ee ewww nwnae “WSN ON ‘uoqbuttang 


Teutd STOZ AA - 


“"**"WAWH ON 
“*WAWH ON 


‘OTT TASUSY 
‘Xjunod uosuy 


SWHYW YUNA NYLITOGOULaAN 


WNIIOWWD HLYON 


--Butuokm 
**useqneqs 
*zetTAnyos 
***o6esio0 
++ ++ stmeq 


SAHILNNOD NWLITOdOXLANNON 


penutyuods WHOA MAN 


@ FINAIHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59828 





z08 
6€8 
£88 
9396 
bEe6 


L88 
£88 
6€8 
€90T 
L488 


6€8 
S66 
7S6 
oes 
oss 


ad F 


Sts 
SSOT 
T6ET 


856 
ZL8 
6TTT 
988 
ZSOT 


€L6 
OT2T 
€€er 
P8OT 
66 


Sts 
veoT 
T88 
St8 
9LOT 


ad pb 


LeL 
9€8 
788 
c96 
L8L 


788 
p88 
9€8 
£88 
r88 


9€8 
9€8 
0S6 
Z9OL 
Z6L 


wade 


S6L 
L8L 
TSEt 


8Ts 
898 
TEe6 
8b8 
968 


z08 
L06 
TSOT 
€¢8 
678 


L824 
6824 
z08 
878 
Le6 


wa ¢€ 


009 
009 
009 
So 
009 


009 
009 
009 
009 
009 


009 
009 
S¢9 
a 
9&9 


aa < 


ce9 
weg 
528 


LS9 
egg 
eg 
t39 
zeg 


Ze9 
8eL 
e8L 
weg 
ceg 


ceo 
ce9 
vPr9 
ces 
COL 


wa c 


9€ 


90S 
90S 
90S 
€8F 
TLY 


Cvy 
90S 
€bP 
69F 
90S 


08> 
€bP 
vrs 
064 
zOS 


ad Tt 


SLWLS 


LLY 
ees 
69 


98% 
86h 
es 
06% 
ees 


S8b 
Tss 
c29 
ELY 
66% 


tes 
L9OF% 
£67 
ees 
609 


ua Tt 


ad5vd 


S8F 
S8t 
S8P 
6LY 
894% 


OPP 
S8F 
Ob 
99% 
S8F 


LLY 
OvF 
Tes 
L8v 
66% 


ud 0 


UTUITM WHAW UWA FO 


vLY 
PLY 
ss9 


T6E 
S6% 
TTS 
L8% 
TTS 


c8h 
LS 
8T9 
OLP 
96% 


TTS 
b9F 
ese 
TTS 
€8S 


ad 0 


sess +s puTquieg 
oes ** *"OSTON 
coerce s * 09I8R 
cree * *STtTZuUSsyon 
coeee+* KzuaHOW 


<eet e * "SInonKneyT 
+++++ze6utTq30H 
seeeeeeecgupzp 
+ eeeeeeszQasog 
2 Ree Sw a 5 ee 


eee ee se soprata 
css zeTTeARD 


scree er “Tr eUIMOg 
"cos SsBUTTIta 
aN *“**soeuzeg 


SHILNNOD NVLIITOCOULANNON 


syro0qg puerzy 
ssep 
uoqioM ‘Ybtreytang 


SAILNNOD 


setqunop 


€LTL €2£6 
9¢ZT PpSOT 
692T 9LO0T 
ud bp wae 
1+ee e's +s Kanwar 


sete + + gSouTTM 
“+++ uoqburysem 


settee ees goue,g 
**etueaTAsuery 
coe 8 Oe ee * Barnes 
+o 0e © * Ee TA OOS 
“es *prozrzoeyqngy 


++ee++ suosaqoy 
Peeoe ver ALOd 
****yueqonbsedg 
**+uoqdurey3210N 
-+++Azaewohbjuoy_ 


ceeee **-uTQaeHW 
2 ke *“TTeMOdoON 
coeeee ee ztouel 
see ee+ ++ gau0p 


sees +*TTapezl 


NWLITOdOYLAWNON 


6€8 
LO6T 
T98 
£08 
6€8 


OL8 
€90T 
6€8 
TOOT 
L88 


pT8 
208 
708 
L88 
L88 


ud F 
6TL 


STZ 
6SL 


Les 
ess 
Log 


adc ud 


956 
LLeT 
6TTT 


TS6 
bL6 
€OTtTt 
T86 
TPOT 


Sb8 
96TT 
SOTT 
€6ET 
TS6 


896 
98 
6€6 
S90T 
TyOT 


ud 7 


SNISNOH ONILSIXS YOA SINAY LAWYWW Alva 


9€8 
T9ET 
8Ts8 
LOL 
9€8 


L498 
78s 
9€8 
788 
788 


T08 
SLL 
LOL 
588 
78s 


aa £ 


TV? 
9S% 
ses 


ud 


TS6 
estt 
TE6 


608 
S08 
€L8 
€S8 
£06 


Les 
S66 
706 
8STT 
€Ts 


706 
T98 
9L8 
8b8 
0L6 


ug ¢€ 


009 08b LLY 
€60T 226 £88 
009 €8P 08th 
009 €bP ODD 
009 08th LL 
009 OS? LvY 
009 90S S8F 
009 90S S8F 
009 90S S8P 
009 SOP COD 
009 90S S8P 
009 S9t c9F 
009 €vy OVP 
009 90S S8P 
009 08% LLY 


uqc wat wo 


STL 8cS LSt 
vrs 9S9 cos 
ce9g O8F T6E 
zE9 €€s tts 
9¢9 LLY vLY 
ceg 08h 9LE 
ze9 60S 9LE 
8L9 bzS Tes 
ze9 €es tts 
sL9 69S S%S 
zea LOD b9F 
062 Lg9 8Ee9 
ze9g LOD o9D 
Poh Ses zes 
ce9 ees TTS 
€OL €6S 89S 
bS9 TTS 80S 
6LL €c9 0c9 
wc wat we 0 


Cd 


eee ewe wee wm een e we 


++++++z8aTTO 
***TTerqQuNOKW 
so °° -UPeSTON 
“++ *ysoqUrON 
ose 6's se Gar 


755+ *T9PPTA 


PESOS BOs e 88 Sey usPTOD 
SSS SDSS SASS SARS SNES Cre eS 


eee ee ee ewww wwe 


coecee* sung 


eeees + feustaq 
ss cr es -eyang 
"* *nesutq zog 
eres -qosueg 
soe9+++suepy 


SHILNNOD NVLITOdOULANNON 


eee SS * “Sh. Si- aN 
teeter eee es ewom NW-GN 


Fete eee ee ey oH 


SVWaaW AWA 


‘syzio0q puerzy 
‘obszeg 
GN ‘yoreustg 
NWLITOdOULAN 
WLOWWd HLYON 


+ ++++-+uOSsTIM 
-++-++sepBneqem 
o> * * Re TIEM 


ose * eT PRIA 
++e+++-urems 


so 9499 Aiea es 
*-***uosdures 
+2603 o's MO 


“7 * *puowyoty 
**sueutnbasg 
+++ *ootureg 
roe 89 Bano 


“***TTeyOITN 


s'sic't > * eRe O mie 
+9 °* *yTODUTT 
settee eee gaq 
‘7+ suosyorp 
oat 9 See ee ae 


SHILNNOD NVLITOCOULANNON 


penutzuoo WNITIOWWS HLYON 


TeuTaA GSTOZ AA - 


@ FINAIHOS 


59829 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 











Ls 
S06 
966 
br6 
6L0T 


868 
S€6 
800T 
St6 
T86 


ud 


O62 
206 
$96 
9€8 
ses 


568 
bS8 
pee 
068 
8E6 


ua 


bE9 
bE9 
099 
ves 
peo 


bes 
S¢9 
beg 
LOL 
tS 


ud 2 


c8b 
LZzS 
sts 
OTS 
T6F 


69% 
00S 
6TS 
96S 
Tes 


aa t 


*pueTyusbtH 
*uosTi1eyH 
**yooouey 
** *SETTED 
*eouetjeq 


***pzrogMerzyp 
*euetqunto) 


Teter Tie eer ee ufteduey) 


*++**sueqayv 
+++ -puetysy 


SHILINNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


Lge 
LLE ASW Be OM 
€0F CV 0088 w8S 
Ich Ce CN ee Oe Ow 
88h L616 ee 8 OwS 
O6€ RE 
Itt a0 Vee eee 
ele 
ILs et newer ee 
B6E tee ewes 
ad 0 
TInqun2aL 
POomM ‘eMeq90 ‘sed 
Azsuobjzu0oN ‘twe 


‘Butuoyen 
quouT sg 
uotun 

ny ‘uoqzTng 
uosizeszer 
HACTO 

etag 
stTqead 

uo zbutrysem 
pueTyory 
usTTW 
SsouUseIMeT 
‘9ussir9 
AemeyoT”d 


TW 


‘MOTITOW ‘UOSTpe_ ‘HuTyotT ‘utTyuezg ‘pletjyateg ‘oremetoeg 


TS6 
806 
T86 
yT8 


998 
6€8 
996 
L88 
928 


qd 


588 
TTS 
S€8 
S6L 


€s8 
9€8 
$88 
$88 
€Z8 


aa 


eUTPEW 


009 
009 
009 
009 


ets 
009 
009 
009 
009 


ad 7c 


Le 


udsiieEM 


SLWLS UTUITA WHUW AWA FO 


90S 
90S 
€vP 
S8P 


O6F 
b6d 
90S 
€bb 
TLP 


da Tt 


aoWd 


‘uTeIOT 


‘ayet 
*uoqTTWeH 


S8F on 
S8F She 
Ort we 
c8P 


L8b 7 
S8% a 
S8h a 
OFF i 
89F 


ud 0 


‘eBnesy 
‘Quowizs 
yareR 


3 tuum 


‘eBoyednd 
TO ‘azeT Ng 
S ‘TTorzzreD 

umoirg 
$s ‘eBeqiz0g 


satquno) 


ST6 998 
Lv8 vT8 
cpOT TL6 
896 9T6 
LOOT 6248 
786 968 
456 €t6 
SL8 TL8 
8r6 z98 
bE6 TEe6 
T98 TéL 
SEOT €%8 
680T 216 
602T 9F0T 
LSOT €20T 
S£tt Sg90t 
cS6 488 
796 006 
LEOT 666 
udp aude 


+f? °*STTOM 
+++ +-usteM 
++ ++ +z9uMOL 


COCO ERE C ESSE ECCT ee SD atseqs 


*++adots 
“**ueptazsyqs 
“++ aQqeTO"N 
** *OTTTAueY 
-++++Xasuey 


SSILNNOD NWYLITOdOULINNON 


Lg9 
beg 
O82 
649 
9$9 
089 
9TL 
ps9 
zt9 
eE9 
ses 
8e9 
92L 


TT8 
POL 
6924 
sL9 
Sts 
9LL 


ug 


ONISHOH ONILSIXHA WOd SLINHU LENAWW ALlWA 


€STT 
9SOT 
$88 

brOT 
6Z20T 


S68 
zeoTt 
990T 
648 
Lv8 


ud & 


Tes 
60S 
78S 
8Ts 
€€s 
@2s 
08S 
€8p 
T6h 
LL 
PLE 
6TS 
SS 


p29 
£09 
6LS 
6TS 
68h 
bLS 


ud 


TPPT 
eSLT 
€08 

bOOT 
ceor 


oes 
St6 
606 
£96 
£88 


ad b 


St6 
918 
c6L 
T88 
9T6 


bL8 
S98 
T68 
yL8 
€08 


ud ¢ 


69% 
T8P 
78 
bOP 
t9F 
€9b 
97% 
68E 
9S 
bLP 
TLt 
Ose 
€6% 


TOS 
zos 
€9% 
bl 
BLE 
b6P 


ud 


EvET 
€89T 
S9L 
cOL 
8zort 


Le8 
s98 
6L8 
6S6 
788 


ad € 


TS9 
bE9 
bes 
LOL 
veg 


beg 
c99 
6¢9 
969 
ves 


8LOT 
Cott 
009 
cts 
TPL 


009 
009 
009 
TS9 
009 


ud z 


Les 
S6 
96% 
€2S 
ets 


96 
68h 
O8F 
96% 
TOS 


ada Tt 


ZbP eee eee eee ewe eeene VOUS 4D Ae Ce 
Ste wee cece eee ee etree eee eutp EH 
LLE 2 EEE SS See OSE SS Vee 
61S SE EES RNY OY Te 
Ts Seer ee eee eee eee eee ee sgyzeEg 
Leb Settee tee ener ee eeee eee sq 004809 
SEP Poteet ee eee ee eee eee eee euoquTTo 
€6E SHSVVSFHASCTCSCSPCSEESCSVCVsesCCCe HOS ezteTSany 
97% Steet e ee ee ee ener seen s cerngequsy 
Ice eee ee cece eee eee eee eee ee esurepy 
ug 0 SHIINOOD NWLITOdOULAWNON 
‘**WHINH HO ‘UeupreOg-ueTTeEM-UMOASHuno, 


eee 


eee enw ene . 


588 
998 
€¢P 
S9F 
Sz9 


08h 
£vP 
bP 
S8b 
90S 


ad T 


YF ae Ae a Sanaa YWSW HO 


Trrteesecesecess sus HO-AM ‘SuTTeeym 


TEES ES SHS HO ‘Xqunop uotun 
FS we SSS ee Se HO ‘OpsToL 
““WSW AM-HO ‘UOJITSM-STTTAusqneys 
Ce SSS Sean HO ‘pTtetzybutads 
‘Aysnpues 


sccestssssswaWH HO ‘AQun0D eTqeza 


“WSW HO-AM ‘euUueTA-eQ 3eTIeW-Hanqsazasy2Keg 


. 


. 


“WAWH NI-AN-HO 


ES ESSE eee ae eS ee ‘pTetysuen 
See ee Se eee ‘eulty 
“WSW HO-AW-AM ‘pueTYsSy-uo zSutquny 
SSeS Le Oe wee Or HO ‘uoqAeg 


YC MeReagin Uae oe one oe HO ‘snqumtop 
““WSW HO ‘20qUeW-eTIATH-puejTeasto 
*UOJVSTPPTW- TIeUUTOUTD 


Ere agrees gp eee oe WSN HO ‘UOTTTSSeBW-UojQUeD 
cece ecece ‘++ *--waWH HO ‘ARun05D umorg 
Set Ee ee ge ee ee ce gr ‘uclAyW 


TT8 
cTs8 
ObF 
cOF 
66S 


LLY 
OFF 
Tht 
c8b 
S8P 


ag 


SWHaW ANA NYLITOdOULaN 


OIHO 


eee ee ee ee ee eee eee 


“SUeTTTIM 
+++ **preEM 
“** TT FeaAL 
*ueusqnys 


“++ <I ce 
**quebaes 
“pueTyqorTy 
***wosuey 
**°s07eTd 


SHILNNOD NVLITOdOXLAWNON 
penutjzuos WLOMWd HIYON 


Teuta GTO? Ad - @ FZINGHHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59830 








€es 
€ott 
€98 
LE6 
€es 


ThE 
TL8 
TZ6 
€€8 
6€6 


ZEOT 
€OTTt 
TZ6 
786 
€96 


ad F 


€60T 
T06 
7L8 
S06 


ce6 
6€TT 
ZOTT 
Lv8 
666 


Lv8 
796 
zceoTt 
Lvs 
Lv8 


aad ¢ 


ALWLS UTYRTM WaaW AWA FO 


9LL €29 09% 6% 
S06 €z9 SLY 9bF 
098 €29 09% 6EF 
86L €29 LLY 6% 
9LL €29 S@s 6C% 
08 oes Tes €tP 
9LL €29 LLY 6£% 
8T6 €29 STS €0s 
SLL €z9 OSF 6£F 
L8L €29 $2 6% 
SLL €z9 LTS EGE 
SLL €z9 68h Tod 
8T6 €29 09% 6% 
9€8 €S9 00s O9F 
O8L €z9 09% 6% 
a@¢ wat USt de Oo 
zseuobem ‘estny ‘ 
euoYyeTXO ‘uTeTOOW ‘ueBoy 
ST6 veg Ses TS? 
OL8 PL9 oes 2 
828 A) OLD 99% 
€v8 LL9 00S C2 
O6L yes ses €€F 
£88 £OL 02S OLE 
ye6 veo Ses ets 
OTs ye9 ZOS TEep 
606 veg LTS LLE 
O6L veg ses TED 
¥28 veg BLE Tes 
768 PL9 864 S6% 
L€e8 veo oes ets 
86L ¥e9 T6P Tey 
wae wac wat wddo 
8€ HDvd 


‘PUB TSASTD 


ote cece esses e+ roa suuop 
we ee eee eee eeee e+ euosypep 
oo eee eee eeeeeer eer rexseH 
oo eee e ee eeeeee ees suo uETeE 
we ee cece cece cesses se guegy 


Stee cere eeereee + sprargzep 


EELS EAP MES EER SANS Sse ee 


se ce cere eccesc ess san gny 


eee cee eeseree ese eaQRIOD 
SS GOSS OSES SSS HOR ROE 


OARS OOS 5 O:0 6 68-0 ee 


Pete eee eee e eee eee ss oppeg 


SSPE SEEN ERAGE ENR SSR So ee oe 


teeter tc eee eee ee es 7EARag 


eFITeITW 


SSILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


‘eBeso ‘YS8ID E8TIT Z90T 
seumed Of£OT T8L 
eeBtnuyjo Les O8L 
‘uetpeued 622T PZ0T 
ujtooutl TS8 8r8 
e10TA &@I STOT 818 
ayouewod FLIT 66 
Apeip 78 8e8 
yetonbes gc6 ose 


setjun0D ud b’ ade 


RTS Sew ee ees 6 s.019 * SQ OMT iy 
Stee e eee e eee eee eee es oukem 
REE SSRN BRS BS Se ee UueA 


See e seers crssersssQnotog 


SER ALS SHS & ES 880s '9 eee 
CLES SEG IRIS Oe Oe se 
9S ORO MRS 89 9:89 8: o Re 
SSSR" 8 9:88 8:9 89: * Se rare rey 


POTTER e818 C8 ee 88 eRe eT 
ee A ee Sh ee es) ois-1 | 
CREE CCMS SHER EEE DS 9S 2 ERT 
OO Ob OE S818 918 919 889 SR RE 


PN ar trees sere eee ess goutoH 


SHILNNOD NWLITOGOULANNON 


€8L 
€29 
9Z9 
8bL 
€c9 
£79 
8TL 
€z9 
8e9 


ad 


ONISNOH ONILSIXE AOA SINAA LAWAWWN ALVA 


€€8 
€€8 
6€6 
LL6 
898 


6€6 
£OTTt 
768 
6€6 
TLOT 


ZL8 
6S6 
L80T 
€€8 
€€s 


ad 7 


TO9 
S@s 
82S 
78s 
z0s 
b6y 
Tes 
09% 
L8P 


ad 


976 
866 
6S8 
T68 


Cert 
s98 
L88 
O€6 
Le6 


626 
6E€0T 
0S6 
POOT 
L¥8 


ad F 


SLL 
TO8 
008 
408 
SLL 


SEL 
828 
LZz8 
vT6 
8T6 


O8Z 
€88 
868 
SLL 
€8L 


ae € 


v6 
€6E 
cLe 
€0¢ 
LeP 
Té6P 
6TS 
6Th 
v8y 


ad 


O6L 
668 
708 
£88 


Les 
908 
Tes 
€L8 
ve6 


976 
8€6 
v88 
068 
cvs 


ade 


€c9 
4) 
€2t9 
809 
€z9 


€c9 
€c9 
€Z9 
€z9 
€Zz9 


929 
8e9 
TEL 
€z9 
€z9 


pes 
veg 
€%9 
¥e9 


beg 
Lv9 
beg 
ves 
beg 


699 
804 
veg 
bEe9 
peg 


ud Z 


OS 
ses 
LLY 
€es 
094 


S2s 
LLY 
Ss 
09% 
89 


€9F 
0OosS 
€€s 
OS 
OS% 


SL 
StS 
88Pr 
c6d 


T2s 
06% 
69% 
L6% 
9TS 


v6P 
eGs 
90S 
6LF 
96B 


ad Tt 


6EF i eter ae 


6b ioe ae 
6b SEI 
96% +4 ews 


€6E eee 


Cex. re 
vLY SRS sy en 
cee (ees in 
6E% wee ea 
6EF oseces 
O6E 


L6d See 
62S one ee 
6EP prAna 
6EF 556. sae 


Zhe OU tees 
tep cco 
ese ovens 
esp occrree 


Lee acne erate 
6E% os eee 
Leb <n 4a 
€6> eens 
OLD peste aE: 


oS S Bes eee 
98d i ete heh 
Z0S Biarg eae 
LLE Pe i 
Ter ogee 


ad o 


oe 


TeutdA STO? AX - 


Cee eee ee eee e + +R ER er 
eee eee e ewes coos * ¢geuBnH 
SS SEE SS See eS S/S ew ee 
eee we wee eee SER oe <i 
BREE EES ESO SE SBS SOO eae 


EASIER ES Eee SS ee 


SER ESS IS SO 4/8 SS OE 
SS SESS SOS SIDS SENOS SS Ra 
Say 9h AAS Wass ore ww RR TeoD 


sete eee teres eee smeqo04D 


eseeoceooaoene span ecneoeoee8 eee wes © Seg aeo 
Se SSS eS Oe SIS a eS 1S ee 
vtec eee eee eee ees eureyyoeg 
ste ete eee ee eee ee ee pyoqY 
sarang athesteins teste eee + aztepy 
SHILNNOD NVLITOGOULSWNON 
Se aaah are WAWH MO ‘esTnL 
“***WAWH wo ‘AQuNOD seumeg 
“"WAWH WO ‘AQqunOD sehS tnuyo 
"°° "WAWH WO ‘AQTD ewoYyeTHXO 
“"°WAWH WO ‘AQZuNOD ulToouTyT 
‘*waWH wo ‘AQuNOD Ss10Ta 37 


SOs hee 6 'e Crees Are) ‘UOQMET 
‘**WaWH uO ‘AQunoD Apezp 
“"WHWH WO-uW ‘URTUS 310d 


SWaaW ANA NYLITOCOXLAN 


WWOHVTIO 


sete cece ee eee es eguerT TIM 
obec eee eee eee ee ee euoguTy 
ses eeceeeeees + semereosny 
eieeiees +e eeeeeessppenes 


A562 BRO R' S88 De 99) aI erie ee 
Te a ee 
EES DOSE ATES FAN e we Tae ee 
CLES RSE SERENA eS ee 
a cee Ce 89 + EBA Tem 


iis toe Oe gee 
Prrrerrerrerr cers te 
Veer eee eee 
ivan spa eaeW eee es ae 
PES SVR Se eS Re oo eI eee 
SHILNQNOD NWLIIOdOULSNNON 

penutzuoo OIHO 


@ AINGSHOS 


59831 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





T9ZT SETT 
S9TT €26 
v9ET OLOT 
966 T28 
6L4Z2T 99TT 
6ETtt tos 
922T ett 
LLET Sh2T 
6€TT 86 
€LeT 2Prtt 
602T OF0T 
6SPT PLTIT 
ud bp ase 
TT FaWeA 
T2TT €€6 
€OTT 8sTé 
€€8 608 
€OTT 218 
£€8 828 
S98 LT8 
S06 €v8 
606 88L 
vL6 sos 
ZOTT 9S0T 
eOTT LS8 
€OTT stTé 
PPOT 88 
€06 006 
€ZLO0T 208 
agp age 


9LL 
SL9 


€LL 
€¢9 
Tos 
£9 
9LL 


sts 
€79 
StL 
90L 
¥28 


ud Z 


€€9 
€29 
€c9 
€29 
€29 


969 
LLg 
tes 
999 
SSL 


€z9 
€z9 
€z9 
€z9 
€29 


adc 


6E 


¢T9 
664 


8T9 
SLY 
z6S 
2s 
68S 


€TZ 
00s 
88S 
cLS 
oT9 


ud T 


LSS 
ZO¥ 


06% 
ST? 
TTS 
STP 
c9F 


€89 
ST? 
86h 
coy 
Z9S 


ad 


‘uoqbutysem ‘yeuouyrtnyn 


‘eTqum[oD 


RECESS ee E SSH C SESS e ee TERE 
SEO eee eee rene eee ee 


FEES SASS SY Oe eee 
CA Te SS eS ea. ee 
See Oe 
SCE SEY ey Wier ere tO N ee ee eee ee 
PUL IL SE SLEMS S I Ree 


Bee ee eee ee eee EE pooyH 
Be ES oe SS aan 
oe ee tee S eR ee ear 
Re ee eee SS ESS eS ee era 
Fe Pe eee OAR a ere a ee ee 


SAHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


MTOCd ‘UOTIPNH OOET ZETT 
‘seuwexoeTD ZL9T Té6ET 
uosyoer ZOPT) Fb2T 

sueyT TOT E6TT 

uojuSsq sSthtT ETZT 
seanyoseqd GLET 6FTT 


GLIVLS UTUITM WEUW UWA JO SeTqQuNOD Ad b AGE 


bes 
G2s 
89% 
09% 
LLY 


LLY 
sts 
89F 
8Ts 
SLS 


09% 
LLY 
09% 
96% 
09% 


ud tT 


aoWd 


TTts 
6h 
6E% 
6Ev 
6% 


OLY 
€0% 
S9F 
SS 
cLY 


TLE 
6ed 
6€F 
6% 
6d 


ud 


bbe eee ee ee eeeeee +s pzempoom 
settee eee eeeeeeeeee epg tysem 
settee eee eee eee es supUTTTL 
SE EES La GS SS ae ee 
“STTTW 239504 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


eee ee we ewer eene *“STWMOZeMEQIO"E 
SAS SS GS O'S) 8Ce 5 Es9-9 2 Len CERE ey 
eee ee wm ee ew ew wwe "****eBMeQI0 
See ee eee, Sie ewe oie ae oe ere 
$e SESS eee ses e esse + SBS DOMETIN 


Se See So eee wee oe 
ere ne Reem arty oy et eno Se 
vtec cence eeeeees sureg anon 
ween cece eee ee eee ess zoutqed 
sit Tore crecce ss teysTyhuTy 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


89L 
bb6 
bbs 
628 
€78 
¥08 


ag 


ONISNOH ONILSIXS WYOaA SINAN LANAWN UIWA 


c80T 
y86 
eTET 


Leet 
496 
yTCT 
9TeT 
TS6 


6S8 
cOTT 
SE€2T 
892T 
TS6 


ud F 


69S 
€6L 
p29 
LT9 
879 
9%9 


ad 


Les 
9ETT 
60TT 
0S6 
8T6 


L90T 
vEeT 
048 
606 
6€8 


8T6 
€OTtt 
OL8 
6€6 
STOTt 


ad 7 


TO8 
698 
bL6 


996 
906 
OT2T 
SOOT 
8h6 


TO08 
St6 
PSTT 
6Z0T 
L398 


ude 


8Es 
c89 
LT9 
€6F 
06% 
8SS 


ud 


SLL 
cS6 
O82 
9T6 
078 


9€8 
STOT 
498 
cvs 
c8L 


698 
SLL 
498 
988 
£28 


ade 


£79 
869 
ThL 


SEL 
€¢9 
Tz8 
L469 
€v9 


€P9 
ss9 
S08 
Lek 
LLS 


€z9 
zs9 
979 
€z9 
€z9 


€z9 
L469 
€z9 
€29 
829 


ct9 
£29 
€z9 
€c9 
Jeo 


ad 


SL 
6SS 
SSS 


0z9 
v6 
LS9 
SSS 
tts 


GLE 
86h 
S6S 
LSS 
ces 


09b 
6€S 
82s 
b6d 
OS% 


Ses 
sea 
ccs 
ses 
bot 


LOD 
09F 
Ses 
T9t 
OLE 


ad 


ST? sae 
OS oa 
Te? mG 
PLE as 
CPP ad 
StS ii 
Oct - 
TOP * 
STP ae 
CCPh me 
6TS ae 
68h his 
STs oe 
ud 0 
“WSW WM-aO 


eee eee 


Sete eee e er eee ees + raTR0uM 
PR II ce 
Te OE FS SMe Oe Lee 


Cotte eee eeeeee + supmrzeyg 
LE EIL EGE SOS RSS Eee 
weit th bee Natt Reet =o 
EE SEE Se ee ae 
ee OS ST Oa eee 


CRE SSE SE eS ae ee 
SSS SG Oe SS SS SN cere 
eee ewe www we CCC CS +e RS 
oe ee ew www wwe Set ete eed 
Bee eT eee pean ye eee 


SAILNNOD NWLITOdOU LENNON 


10S CMS S S46 e SO ‘wsTes 


OMOQSTITH- AS AnNoouRA - pUeTIIAOg 


Te 89S eS + ao ‘pros pon 


“"""WSW YO ‘’pTletybutads-sushng 


“c""*""WSW YO ‘STTTeBAroD 
ee eS a ‘pusg 


SVaaYY UNA NVILTIOGOULaAW 


NOSaaxoO 
6h Pete e ee eee eee eee eee eee e ess enoom 
88e Stee eee eeeeeeeee sees s erg suTysEM 
LbP Stee eee eee ee eee ee eee eee spyar 
ZIF Cece seereveeees steee++++g70uTUIES 
6€P Sots eee eeeeeeeeeeees+ spyeqeumsng 
6h tree ee eee e eee eee eee eres sQQQ0KQN0g 
PEP eee ee wwe cee ee ee we NE ie oes 
6h CET COO CEES SHEE settee ++ 3aysnz¥0 
6h See e rere eee reece eceseceess caraog 
CrP ee ee ee ee ere erate owe) re) re 
SbP Totes e eee cece e ee eeee ess TT pUSIEN 
lzP ee cccccee seccces Sse eee - -ysoqUrON 
6£% Ftc ee eee eee cree se eanod 
8SF See eee e eee er eee ecc eres es ss pMoTy 
L9OP oe eee ewe ee emer eee ee oS Se 
ud o SAHILNNOD NWLITOdOXLaNNON 


Teutd STO? Ad - 


penutzuods YNOHW1INO 


@ AINGHHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59832 


uUMOQ UdsIzzTeM 


4uUMO} TO3STAq ’uMOR UoRHuTazeg FO SsumoQj AQuNOD [ORSTAG LOPT YILTT 
uMoQZ YINousy41r0g 

‘kat. 320dmeN ‘uMOR UMOZSTPPTW FO sumog AQunoD AAzcdmMeN 660% YJPFLT 
HLWLS UTYITA WAYW YUNA FO SQusuCdMOD wa bp AA CE 

€%6 808 €%9 PES 6TS Nh il eh En 
b60T $96 969 ZeS 90S SOIR ip POE OE ae Ses uotun 
STOT ZZ8 999 z9g ses ree ween en enene cereee ess + piireyenbsns 
906 Tos £b9 62S OSt ES ee he ee ta er 
88s 28s €v9 b6d £se a TIFATANYDS 
ZL6 'Ss zs9 Les Les Spe ae papa paon Fe pueTrequnyjzI08N 
TS¥T SeEL eS6 8ZL ¥T9 nor oe ete eee Ty OTe es *“SsO01UOW 
6S8 yT8 €v9 STS b9oF Fe Pe PE ee tae eee ure AON 
9T6 €T6 cv9 ces LTP Potas e Seay er hee mie gee he eqjetune 
706 668 899 €9S eae ei ee SIEM RESTO ee euetpul 
6S8 tos €%9 92S LOY CCHCCK OSHC SEDO ROSE HESS Oe eS SONS E TA 
L¥¥YT ESTT L498 ¥L9 See | CPR Tyrie tt! are ee ry utT[Tyuer, 
658 TOs tv9 6TS oe, | FRESE yaa eet veg ee ATH 
OSTT €S8 £99 feS Sa (RG ray rs at en ood Rien etqunTo)D 
798 T98 £79 00S Meee aE ieee go re ee eae On ag ae PTtetsaee{[yo 
G6ETt C&G £F9 ZvS tee | SRR RSE ERS ROR SS ere eS eae uoasurep 
6S8 Zes8 £¢9 SEs She, | | Fee Meese eee ree eee paojspeg 
ud > ud € At 2 AT aA oO SHILNNOD NVLITOGOULESWNON 


etydtepertud 


puejTerzoujsom ‘uoqbutysem ‘eq jeAeg 


y4AOR 
Butwoo4éT 
e1ajuaD 
1rad179EN 
‘eUuUeMe ORT 
syaog 
‘Xusybo ttw 
sxytd 
‘syong 
uouegeT 
rzeqseouey 

etaque) 

‘utydneq ‘puetTzsqum) 
atag 

Hucaqsuiy 

aAtTeTad 
‘uoqiep 


Butwokm ‘surzeznyT 
4zaTINg ‘AsAedg 


‘Kazsmofhquop ‘oremetseq ‘raqsayD 
Arieg 


uoqjduey3I0on ‘yhStyeT 


GLWLS UTYITM WAAW YWA FO Sst RZuUNoOD 


0% dSwd 


THIT 
89TT 
802T 
£06 

8P0T 
O9TT 
OSOT 
LT8T 
9PST 
cSTT 
67TT 
6S8 

LSTT 
vOOT 
S88 

S96 

6LET 


ud & 


690T 
THTT 
SOTT 
€S8 
€€6 
T8OT 
L86 
SEPT 
OFT 
vPOT 
680T 
€Ss8 
LTTT 
T?s 
ZB 
S98 
i A 


ud ¢ 


rE Chi 989 “ccc cst s esses WAIWH WA-IN ‘2OATY T1ead-soueptaorg 
S8IT #96 Se ae Rl WAWH Id ‘YqnNousz10g-ucJeTPPTW- IACdmMON 
wat wat wao SWaaW UWA NWLITOdOULaN 
aNWISI S3dOHUY 
S€OT E€0T TOL T6S ZEP See a ae Ee eS SARS SS oie ns aukem 
6S8 Tos €t9 Ost LLY ELL LLL SESS ESSA SIE SS: Oe 
8L6 Tos €%9 ZeS PSE ore wm ewer enw we ree wow ewe 8 © ¢ (ORO TT, 
168 88s €b9 8TS STs SEP ERE ENT SER Sire SA Cns re EE 
SL8 Ses ¢s9 ZSS 62S BERG SORTER AY BOGS) CXR) ROE S SURES 6-8 E SEES eee 
TOOT SEs €¥9 eS LOF CIS SAN SRO" Seeie se) 8 RSit ni eee RSAC” CSE ae ea Grat 
OOOT O66 St. TEs BPS SOE OS SL ORR BR AR RRO SS BRR, a 
6S8 808 €%9 TOS 86F ESOS SOS ae ape age eee © eat UTTIIIN 
LLB ese 999 925 o6e wee eee e cece eee cece eee egos AMET 
#88 t08 €h9 8zS See vette teeter eeeeeeee es syoszegzzep 
076 LT6 €v9 9ES STS REE Ste See ee Ree SS a ‘++ *uopBhutqung 
6S8 £08 €t9 tvs L9F SARS ERSIACS ROR ERR Se RDA Eo Ses Ue Ee 
SLTT 8246 $99 09¢ Cie 2 IR Pre ee Sar A a eRe reat Snakean rene 3se204 
ZE6 TS8 €r9 0zs Eee b EDEN A Setar esr aere hen ae pzogmerzyD 
SPILT LT6 90L ves Bie SS SUN ee are eee hea uoRVUT TD 
TZOT €08 €%9 ZeS aStatee =~ SESS RANG EARN Ao RL BBS SCP AES Shs Wee a uotieto 
998 z98 £9 98% [a 1) Me Sea SS ERT STR IE, pazospelrg 
OSTT 2SOT Z26zL €T9 BOO | DES SMS ep eierele a aie crc: eis ass suepy 
udp UGE wa 2 Ya T wa o SHILNNOD NVLIITOGONLSWNON 
Lzg 29 Z6F eee eeeeve I ee oe Re) Wd 4 Ta@AouUeH-YIOZ 
z98 189 €09 Cuk to LM ee a a ee ee Wd ‘Qz20dsuer{t{tt™ 
688 Cel 099 PASSES DER SR ORR S ESR RS: SS SNS OE Seen eae ‘aBaTIoo 33e34S 
9L9 S2sS L8t ee ee SER SSR CSS RRO: © RRS 989 ee wee elena ner tae ‘uoreys 
SEL 06S 96> “crt tts sets ss swSW Wd ‘etrTeg-SeYTTM--uoRQUReIDS 
898 959 62S a ee ee ee ae ee a 2 ‘Burpesy 
98L 0c9 6S PEDDLE RINE FRED SESE Be ORT FOO 8 einen Wd ‘yBanqsaatd 
TbIT 868 eae Fee ees OR RSENS A EAE SRL OS 2 SE AOR) Osc re 
9STT 696 PIS ‘“‘WSN GW-Sa-CN-wd ‘uoqSutwttm-usepuwep-etydrtepertuds 
cts Te9 €8r PEE ES Se ee Se ES SS Se eee ee eee Wd ‘uouegey 
Sts 199 Pipes — SSA R ORR RES ARES, RPT R REET RSA ADE: BRANES. SORE WSW Wd ‘19QSeOUeT 
€¢9 ZHS 1 ll ei a aR SS ee so WSN Wd ‘umoQjsuyor 
998 8L9 RE ACRE a Rei © Oy Ske eae WSH Wd ‘eTStiTze)-HangstasepR 
€L9 PES Gres 8 28 F Be AR BSR Sa NY se 89s Se Ree ennae Se Sea aee “"WSH Wd ‘eTag 
€%9 GLY AN eS ls I TG aN SEE a WAWH Wd ‘AQunoD Suoczj4suzy 
LS9 60S Gi, PPR a eve nie ee BRE SRE RR RGAE OL A Re WSN Wd ‘eucojTy 
ZL6 69L OY) MN at A Peewee ey WAWH Wd ‘UOqZSeg-wWeys TYIeq-UMOQUSTTIV 
ud 2 ua ua SWauW UWA NVLITOGOULaW 
WINWATASNNGG 

ONISNOH ONILSIXA YO SLNSY LISNUWN MIWA TeuTA GSTOZ AA - @ AINGEHOS 


59833 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/ Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


£T8 £08 809 6tP DE a ar ee oS er ar ee oe uotuy 
0S6 LSL 809 ep 8Lb 04 006084 64480400 stresses QgH000 
ozs LSL 809 6th OFF tee ee ee ee ee eee ee eee sorOqTIPH 
706 668 OTS 6Lh Se oe eres Sr rn eer Et er pee YOTWACDON 
968 Le8 809 78h DONE Sate pete ee te is ar ana Mar ee ae yseouey 
€Ts SOL 809 6h Ott oe ew www eenne Sttveeeve ess SEOs 
88TT €v6 tLe 92S 22S e494 6498086: 9'9 oe ee 8:4 3'@ *umoqabsz0cey 
L68 6S8 TL9 ZES ee ee atest ye on wae a a uUoZSTTOD 
TOOT 208 809 €TsS Té6% Neti hewmen gan sored Mant) i i ac ac ae 
LE0T ee 809 €Tts TéF Par tert aN ME PRES STP CRE AC * eeyoteyo 
098 LSB 809 6th Ott e+ 6.08 ew 6 b wie e oewlete + +++++7pomuaeg 
980T €9L4 €T9 c6P Cer? eS nner ee oe ae aoe en STEPUSTIV 
wap wa € wa tc WaT wad iO SHIINQOD NVLITOAOULSAWNON 
zeqms LOOT ZT8 
Sanquezieds ZIo0t 006 
AIAOH TLIT 866 
susineyT LSE€T FF2T 
MEYSISY ESOT LEB 
SusxXoTd “STTtAuss2D 6ETT 796 
gsousitoTA FEB LLL 
woybuTtt~szeqd LT6 LSL 
epntes ‘pueTyoty ‘uoqbutxe] ‘pretjated ‘unoy{te) TOET 92Z0T 
AAOKR 6G6SET ) (OCTT 
aeqseyoiog ‘uojseytieyD ‘AesTexAeq STI9T LTZT 
PTetyebpg ‘uexytTW 922ZT 066 
uosispuy €Té6 £88 
GLWLS UTYURTM WHAUW AWA FO SetqQuNOD AH &’ AH E 
umo3 AT1e4SeM 
‘UMOQ WeyeTCUS MeN ‘’UMOQ UOQUTYdOH JO sumoQ AQunop uoqjyhurysem T$ST TET 
uMO} UMOQSHSuTY yANoS 
4UMOQ puOUTYoOTY ‘uMOQ uMOQSHuty yAAON ‘uMOQ AQSSuUeHerITeEN 
‘amoj zeqex_ ‘UMOQZ UMOASEeTAeYD Jo sumoqj AQunop uoqhbutrysem 
AQTO JeyYoosucom ’UMOZ PTSETFYIIUS “UMOZ SQZeNgQtToOS 
‘AVTO souepfaordg ‘AQTO Asyonqmed ‘uUMOQ PTSTsyITWs YyIION 
4UMOZ SOUSPTAOAG YAAON ‘4UMOQ UTOOSUTY ‘UMOR UOASUYyOL 
4UMOQ ASASSOOTH ‘uUMOQ AdQSOq ’AQTIO SoOUSpTAorg Ase 
“umoj puetzequnp ‘Aqto uojsuexzp ’AQTO sTTeg TerqUED 
‘UMOQ STITTATTtsaang jo sumoq AQunoD soueptaocig 
UMOQ UOQISATL 
‘UMOQ wOQZdWOD STAATI ‘UMOCQ uMOQSSWeL FO suMOQ AQUNOD ZrAOdMOeN 
UMOQ YOTMISEM 4SOM ‘UMOQ YOTMUSeSeIDH 4seM ‘AQTO YOTMIEM 
*uUMOQ YOTMUeSeIH Yseg ‘UMOQ AAQUeAOCD JO suMOoQ AQuNoOD jusy 
HLWLS UTYITM WAUW UWA JO squeucdwuoyD UG - UG C 


Te dowd 


es9 
bL9 
TOs 
996 
929 
StL 
b29 
809 
BLL 
TEs 
OF6 
82L 
St9 


ya Zz 


6L6 


ag 2 


ONISNOH ONILSIXS YOd SINSY LAWYWW WIWA TeuUTA GSTOZ AA - 


Og90T 
LLOT 


S68 
LLOT 
£66 
O€6 
TL8 


TEOt 
76 

OFFT 
LLOT 
LLOT 


ud + 


80S 
89S 
bb9 
O94 
Les 
tts 
20S 
90S 
$$ 
TOL 
T6L 
OT9 
62S 


ud t 


b2L 


ud Tt 


T8L 
L6L 


$92 
968 
606 
688 
898 


LSL 
€6L 
Z6TT 
LSL 
sz8 


aq ¢€ 


sos 
9% 
0%9 
Sés 
L8F 
S8F 
L6% 
b8h 
so9 
3&5 
6SL 
Tes 
Tes 


ad 0 


ud 0 


L429 
619 


8039 
809 
089 
bL9 
809 


809 
809 
OF6 
809 
809 


A re ee a ers eran 5anqe5uei10 

SSb Sb i al le a | 

EIS TER ttt teeter estes eee es uote 

EIS T6P ttt eee e eee eee 207 

€0S OCF ee eee eee ewes aedser 

GTS STS ttt teeter eee + +poomuaer9 

GER OR ttt trees eee eeee ee uortta 

6bb Oe eee bee eeeeeeees+ suopuerety 

CIS 6b tte tet e stereos se ezaqsau5 

CEL ESQ ttt tt ttt tet teeeeeee+ + qzogneeg 

6tr 9b EOS Some EN eae ee UN eS, NCO" ea er 

ee Meee OS te notin an pte een “STTTASqay 

ua T Ya 0 SHILNNOD NVLITOdONLEWNON 

cece eee cece eee e er eeeeeeeeeeeeee owen 5g /zequms 

ee *"WSH OS ‘BhBanqueqjazeds 
““WSW OS ‘ABMuOD-YyoRed STITAW YIION-Yoeeg STIIAW 
EO ee eee Ore er ee ‘XAQunNoD suerzney 
SEER ROSES: S OOS VS eee oe oe re *Xqunoop aeysisy 
gfe nT ore WSW OS ‘AOTSEX-UTPTNeN-STTTausezy 
coe Hee e eee eee er eeeeen een ensresess WAWH DS ‘eouer0TA 
SSW SCR SS aes ONS en ae *Aqunoo uo jbuttaeqd 

es ecceeeeocsees set teeeeeeeesswawH og “eTquMTOD 

ae oa WAWH OS-ON ‘TITH 400u-eTUOCISeD-Seq70TI2eYD 
“""WSW OS ‘O8TTtTArTSouuMS-uUoZSSeTzAeyD YIAON-uoc jseTzeyD 
seteseeceecss WSW DS-¥D ‘AQUNOD puouTpoTY-eysnhny 


See eee ee eee eee eee cent ee eens evoH Og 


pe er WAWH Iu 


‘uosispuy 
SWaaYW YUNA NVLITOdOULEN 


WNITIOWWD HLNOS 


‘weyertous mMen-uoquTydoy-AT1aASemM 


SWSYV YUNA NVLITOGOXLaW 
penutzuo® ANWISI HdOHY 


@ @INGIHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59834 





L90T 
OL8 
sss 
96 


TEOT 
sss 
bv6 
906 
988 


LS6 
8ZOT 
906 
96 
S8TTt 


8L8 
606 
976 
988 
7L6 


z06 
9b6 
972T 
€76 
sss 


988 
O€OT 
O6TT 
6L6 
£98 


ad Fb 


ad 


£68 
£98 
LOL 
€v6 


£6 
L6L 
Tr6 
€%6 
€88 


€S6 
€v6 
£6 
€v6 
986 


8Ts 
96 
£b6 
€88 
TL6 


068 
€%6 
276 
T68 
L6L 


€88 
096 
ss8 
868 
6S8 


aa 


0v9 
0F9 
0+9 
Org 


O0v9 
0¢9 
0v9 
0v9 
09 


699 
O09 
0v9 
0v9 
699 


LS9 
Zv9 
0%9 
0%9 
6S9 


0v9 
0v9 
OFL 
T69 
0v9 


09 
TLL 
ZL9 
0v9 
0¢9 


ad 


ELD 
€Lt 
vLE 
O*S 


ObS 
OFS 
ELe 
PLY 
ELY 


Tes 
€67 
z0s 
DLE 
b6t 


989 
cts 
OFS 
O¢S 
L8d 


ELD 
ELe 
Lbs 
zes 
ELe 


00S 
OLS 
L6% 
9TS 
ELD 
aa tT 


azeurzny 


aLIVLS 


wae wage wet 


ce 4 6FOWd 


LS? eer ere ee reer reer err ee seeeecee “uozAUeA 
89% cece cece csc eee ecesccceee sddrazy 
89> #66 i646 '9 4109 19' 9/419 S46 016/84 10) ow ee Rea giS 
LTS tee eee e ee ee cence eee eee es yurds 
894 Pe ee ee ee +++++++uzoques 
89h SCLEAUEDE OCR EKRORE CEOS 46 049 + SRS 
89% P68 S14 HE 4910S 60 86 Bie 6 69 888) Sie 6 Ree 
89% sete eee eee eee e eee eee + saqqeTTON 
89% ste ee ee eee Soe e eee © e+ +ROSTOUTON 
ost Steet e ee eee ee eee ee + QouerMed 
894 creer reer reece eeceees © Kangsbury 
89% ial ance nlc Cal see ania a ere “p[nerzer 
89% Pe ee ee ee ee sect ecee s+ soph 
68% See eee eee ee eee esse eee ee egoubny 
Ogb ee ere ee reteeeeeee +++ -uosueH 
60S Rew eerie pee nr eta, “cccs Up TweH 
89% cece eee e reece eee e cere e s K7O6aID 
89% ete tenet eee eee ee eee ee eee y neg 
18> er er reese eee eee +++ spunmpg 
89% corer cero ces secercecesce ss Kamnag 
89F TLL L ST SEES CESSES ED HSS Om Sees SSR 
Les i zreqsn) 
6E> Disisiais' bie Basie O74 bee iSite. Fos Se aan re rerom 
89% Settee eee ee eee eee eee sey zeTy 
89> Stet e eee eee eee sees esr raqdures 
£95 sete te eee eee ee eee eee e+ sopeggng 
Bee eect ee ee eee eee eee eee ee Morg 
89% settee ee eee ee eee eeee+++oumoy uog 
89h  octttt soccer eee e cess cece e+ carppag 
ud 0 SHILNQNOD NVLITOdOULAWNON 
‘eYeYOUUTW “HOODOW ‘UTOOUTT LLIT OO00dT 
uotunh GPrOT 626 
uoqburuusd 90bT ZLOT 
SPpePON S96 T96 

UTU3ZTM WHUW UWA JO SetjunoD Ud - AGE 


ad 


SHILNNOD NVLIIOdOULENNON 


TLE 
804 
POL 
z89 


ud 


ONISNOH ONILSIXA YO SLNAA LAMAWWN AIW4A 


Z90T 
976 
Ss8 
€OTT 
088 


L68 
Ss8 
988 
€96 
peTt 


9b6 
9b6 
906 
vETT 
988 


9€6 

8Z0T 
660T 
ceoT 
SEE 


676 
S06 
yT6 
992T 
SS8 


9%6 
988 
pS2T 
LvoT 
096 


ad 7 
s9S 
OSS 
v6S 
TSS 


ud 


878 


S€6 
£06 
LOL 
bSOT 
TS8 


£68 
L6L 
€88 
656 
£76 


€b6 
€v6 
£b6 
Ss8 
£88 


€€6 
vZOT 
988 
6ZOT 
6€0T 


S26 
T68 
TT6 
PSOT 
oes 


£06 
£88 
€vort 
€v6 
9S6 


ade 
T8P 
Typ 
€0S 
cer 


ad 


T8L 


ad - UME 


0*9 86% 
0v9 ObS 
0v9 PLE 
STL 62S 
0¢9 Tes 
0v9 9€S 
O79 €Lh 
0%9 OFS 
TS9 TSP 
079 LTS 
0%9 OFS 
079 vLYd 
0%9 OPS 
0v9 pes 
0%9 bLY 
Org 987 
S69 sts 
09 €0S 
OSL bSS 
ves 9T9 
0v9 OvS 
LL9g 00S 
0¢9 vLY 
STL 9GS 
0¢9 OFS 
0v9 €tS 
0v9 O¢S 
804 ees 
0%9 O¢S 
O04 LTS 


adc da Tt 


809 ets 


adc adit 


89F 
89F 
89 
22S 
89b 


89h 
89% 
89% 
9L% 
89% 


89% 
89P 
89F 
89% 
894 


899 
80S 
89% 
89S 
609 


89% 
99% 
89 
f2S 
89F 


894 
89F 
OS? 
89% 
tts 


ZOE 


ad 0 


SHILNNOD 


we SER as 
““WSW dS-aN-WI 
teee+ + ewawH as 
“**""WGWH ds 


‘Xqunop 


"ss *yoeqstz 
** *UQTOMTCM 
steeeesppor 
-+++atueqs 
****uouueYys 


****sqzaeqoy 
“°° *suTyzed 
see s+ zauTH 
-**TTeYsIeW 
cee scpeuky 


tees toyed 
see? -geRron 
+ *suosyoep 
-wosutTyoqNnHy 
+++ Sutpzey 


totes + pueg 
ees uoyeeH 
++++++Quez9 
*2eATA TTes 
***-seTbnog 


2S 0 eS Tee. 
-** *uoSsTtAegd 
77s * *moOsroyD 
1002 20° Fors 


“xT SeTzeYD 


sees egqang 
+++++ +a rnag 
--sSutyoorg 
****qQqoeuueg 
os -pITOany 


NWLITOGOULSWNON 


‘sTTea xnoTS 


‘AATD xnots 
‘KATtD prdeyw 
apeson 


SWaaY UNA NVLITTOCOULaW 


WLOAVG HLNOS 


Soe es es s'*'e 9 + PIR GSIe TT TEM 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdO¥LANNON 


penut3uoos WNITONWD HIAOS 


Teutd GTO% Ad - 


@ A@TNAHHOS 


59835 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





620T 
60TT 


6S8 
bes 
128 
944 
T28 


6S8 
r68 
LT6 
6ZOT 
6TOT 


9LL 
9LL 
eSOT 
LT8 
€S6 


6S8 
6€8 
S8L 
TTs8 
696 


066 
£8 
6z0T 
6Z0T 
6Z0T 


ad 


‘pazozyzsyqqny 


8E8 18s 62F S6e CVV TRON EEC O EOE Oe 
198 169 LTS OL COCVRTC CTC R ERS OOS 
sss 429 €9F rad COVEVE RUT CCC URC ES Es 
S98 S6S 9SF $OF CONOR ECH TH DOKE SRO ES 
BZL 18s 06% S6E CCRC COTES HHT ECO O ES 
StL T8S 67 OS et ey Be RP em TE 
6LL 8s — S6E CVACVCE ETS CONE VOOR EO 
9S8 T8s vvP Re EN ge ate mee on Nem 
Zb8 199 68% 6bh CON COSC VORTEC CERO ES 
z08 609 LOS c9E Oe pe one age emer eng 
958 18s 06% rt C2 COCR TRA 
B28 8s 62P S6E CeHC CO HEC C CV OES 
weL T8S 674 S6E ES oP ae reer ee 
T9L T8sS 067 meee faery qe ee eae es 
IPL S6S z0S $0F CCC CON OO HS 6 ON 
T9L It9 Sts BOE CAVEVECE CTO OTH ORE ES 
bes T8S 06% SEG OS grave’ ipa er a gw 
958 tes LbF S6¢ HGH EO. SO HO 6 HOES ON 
9€8 €R8S 26% 96€ TELE T eT e 
t8L S8s zEP Ce eer AE a ay ep 
808 66S CHP OF 0696646 Hb460064 84804 
LSL Tas 06% S6E CHVFETEC CHC ES EOE SS 
ZLL I19 Sts STE PTV COC EH OO CES 
Ors T8s LL? S6E MA Pag ee hea ONG He A ag 
bZL Iss S8t 6SE C6 Ca Cee ew Se Rw eee 
o9L T8s 99% eet eae a Ge oa oe ee 
958 8s 62% S6E CoC OCOD EEE ORO CEOS 
ud aac gt ia 
qaemsays 
qqtus 
UOSTTM ‘UOSUTETTTTM ‘eTepsnoal ‘zreuums 
‘uosqzieqoy ‘uosyotq ‘uoOSsptaeq ‘weyqQeeyD ‘uoUUeD 
uosissjer ‘uetTqueg ‘zebutreiy 
uoqdtzL “‘Aqteys ‘eqqekeg 
uooeN 
uotun ‘’uopnoy ‘’xouy ‘AjunOoTd ‘uOoszSspuW 
URBATTINS ‘SUTYMeH 
uoqbutysem ‘Tootug ‘’179427eD 
uOSTpeW ‘TaqseyoD 
uewyoTH 
ATCd ‘AST pesrg 
Azswobjuopn 
etyoqenbes ‘uoTIeW ‘UOQTTweHR 
ALWLS UTQITA WHA YWA FO Sot AzuNoOD 
€¢’ dowd 


cece * *TSeTTeM 


*****zatTaes 


0+ oe ompagna 
OC CS + CRZS0E 
"+++ ¥OTGO 
+9909 9 @200% 


“**TTeyszen 


teres se sUITWON 


“249.6 SST ROL 
‘eTepzepney 


****uosuyor 
--sferzydumy 
soeee + Xzu0yH 
+++ +*poomsex 
*-**upweprey 


(6006s + ASGNnaD 


“scuTTyuerg 
$90 ess *20ng 
eee "InQedseqd 


***QQeyD07D 
+++ **ay905 
**suzoqteto 
-* + TTeqdurey 
+++ -woqueg 


SHILNNOD NVLITOdOeLANNON 


Ses 86L 
OTs 88. 
€TZT O€TT 
676 S64 
L9cr LETT 
9LL veL 
cOTT PEOT 
PL6 T98 
OStT L466 
£86 b06 
ZTTT 966 
cTETT 6248 
ccLtt Stor 
P60T TL6 
ay ae 


T8s 
T8S 


0s8 
€6S 
ces 
T8S 
PLL 
8g9 
67L 
819 
Zb9 
£89 
T8L 
PTL 


ad 


ONISNOH ONILSIXG YOd 


T28 
6ZOT 


008 
T28 
OLOT 
T68 
yes 


TSTT 
e8L 
LL6 
z08 
St6 


6S8 
9LL 
ses 
6Z0T 
6z0T 


esd 
86L 
tts 
TS8 
TOs 


876 
T98 
888 
Ts 
8EeoT 


ad 7% 


LOOP 
fEP 


OTL 
TS 
cOL 
62% 
8z39 
TTS 
08s 
EES 
SLE 
sos 
66S 
PLS 


aa 


P2L 
LT8 


LLL 
PEL 
068 
beL 
064 


LOOT 
beL 
PEL 
beL 
998 


9S8 
fel 
BLL 
LeL 
L6L 


ZLL 
S6L 
OFL 
878 
OSL 


TL8 
9S8 
bZL 
voL 
LL8 


ad € 


T6E 
cle 


9T9 
80b 
ytg 
Ter 
76h 
T9P 
68b 
£0 
SOD 
OLY 
Ses 
SLD 


ad 


T8s bre S6E 
T8sS 06% Tt 
T8s vLD 69% 
TSS bdP S6E 
$09 60% tEY 
T8S 89% S6E 
06S 8b TOV 
OSL $9S T9S 
T8S 6c 69€ 
TSS bbP S6E 
T8sS 807 S6E 
T8S LSy pS 
T8S 62d S6E 
T8s 6c? SvE 
S29 ZOF S2y 
T8S 62% S6E 
T8sS Ley S6E 
T8s S8h G6E 
T8sS 89% S9t 
T8sS 62h S6E 
Tess 62% S6E 
66S TOS LOD 
sts 6LY L6E 
TSS 62d S6E 
Tes 62% S6E 
T8s vDy S6E 
Z29 Seg et 
aac wat «2d 
WSW NI 


Se ee ee ee ee ee ee ee WSW NL 


Stee eee eee eee eee se cusang ueA 
Feet rere eee eee reese ennggng 


NaS MPLA RE SS 019: © SMe wee ne Ue SA 0 oe er ee 
SEO SSE OE EELS Se eee ere eae re 
eae eer neae ace. erele aie te oe eas 
PS ee eee ee ee, wee ee a eee oe 
LLG hd A oo IR Om hn 


ee Oe ee ee ee ee -++anen 
* AI TENOW 
*uTOOUTT 
oe ee eee eee eeees see eee es sg0ueTMeET 
ete e eee eee eee ee ee ee eee eee ayer 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


. 
. 
. 
* 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
‘ 
’ 
. 
‘ 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


beet ence eee eeeeeereres syosyoen 
CitCw SOR Kee eRe eeew ees - -uoqsnog 
bode eeeeeeeeseceeecees suOSzeptEH 
Peete eee ence eee ee ee eee soup zeH 
CONOR CREE ONO OSEeS +++ + *y¥D00ueH 


‘++ *auae8m5 
Leben ee eee nese eee ee ee suosaTty 
6s wee eee a ee ee ee ssexzjueg 
tte e eee rete eee eee eee sqreyeg 
pueTzsquna 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


Pre tect eee reece rece eee es sagazzog 
Pr beer e eee e reer e cece eee eee Kety 
Sete eee ee ee cece eee se sess TrorzeE, 
sees eee nsec ens weeeeeseses sospeta 
Pt tere cece rere sere cere ss epzogpeg 

SHILNNOD NVLITOdOULANNON 


teesees sews Nt “Aqunop 32eMA83g 
coeocece se CMa NE *AGUROD WaTeS 


“UT THUCIAg- -OLOQSSdrAFANW- -uOSpTAeG-STTTAYSeN 


eee ewe ee ewes 


See eee Ses eS) ae NL ‘UMOJSTIION 
VdNH YW-SW-NL ‘styduen 
Ne tone es ee NL ‘Xnunop uocoen 
Se 2 eee eee eae ‘OTT TAxXOuY 


"cc" °"°WSW WA-NL ‘TO9¥STIG-TO9STIag-3z0dsHuty 


ee ey 


SLINSY LEWMAWN WIV 


eee www ew oee “WSW NI "AT uosuyor 
[ENE SSS SES OS SS EN Me “COeaoer 
‘ose esssswaGWH NE ‘AQunoD uewyotH 


/puelere[oD 
trees sss WOWH AM-NL ‘/@TTTASYIeTO 
ee Se eee WO-NL ‘ebooueq yeu 


SWauW ANA NVLITOdOXLAN 


SaSSANNAL 


Teuta SGTOZ AT - @ AINAGEHOS 


Federal Register / Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59836 





ee a aeq 
£¢c6 Tos €vs OOS SS? ee Hees eees* (Sete 
C€TT 62TT 9924 €6S cvs ee es ae FS ee 


We + WG € GES WE Tt «EO 
eSTM 
‘zeyoay 
ueuue ow 
‘petro 
qatws 
eTMog 
uoskeay 
‘zexegq ‘erspueg 
userzH WoL ‘uOTAL 
ysng 
10308 
puetPpth 
eutpen 
obteptH 
‘Aqso1ip 
‘65a19 
qq5M 
sesedueq 

TteAIOD ‘TTS 

TTepuex 

Z2eTTem ‘oOjZUTOeLC ues 

‘uoqQSeATED ‘pued 4AOK ‘SazaequeyD 
queizeyl ‘Tayzeg ‘uosuYyoLr 

osed Ta 
‘UTTTOD 
“seo0onn 
‘soze1g 
unoyTteo 
uozewea) 
erz0ozeag 
‘uTprzeH 
‘doryseq 
utjsny 
esooseqy 
sesuely 
‘Huozqysumazy 
“UeYeTTEO 


eqryotm ‘AeTO 


BTIOIOTA 


uos{ttm ‘edntepenyd /TeuoD 


yooqqnt 
anysdg 


*Azewohquo0ow ‘AQrzeqrty ‘stzzeg 


[TTemHooY ‘ueugney ‘QunNy ‘STITH ‘uoqueq 


‘eqrleqd ‘seTTed 
ototsayed ues 


uosjzrsqoy ‘uosating 


abuer9o ‘uosiajyjep 


UOSUETTTTM ‘stAeal ‘sheH ‘TTOMpPTeD 


TTepuew ‘79990q ‘uosizeD 


aojtkey ‘seuor 


HLVLS UTYITM WAYW YWA FO SeTRzUNoD 


sTt8 TTt8 T8s 6Sv bey RESIS re et ree Te 
wap ude wazcz wat waa o 
bb FOWd 


O2TT 
SSTT 
Z2tt 
Pett 
LOTT 
TCOT 
LTT 
LdZT 
Teer 
8ZOT 
LOET 
€09T 
856 

SOOT 
cae 
60TT 
LSOT 
L90T 
68¢T 
8S9T 


ZOsTt 
9ZbT 
OSET 
v8rT 
96eT 
Z6ET 
T2TT 
SS6 

O2bT 
ZTot 
€@Lt 
LdzT 
L90T 
SPIT 
y90T 
STFT 


ud + 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOXaLaAWNON 


btoTt 
600T 
£00Tt 
b26 
660T 
cS6 
€TtL 
Lett 
6eTT 
oss 
ZOET 
StL 
S88 
£28 
Cott 
£98 
TZOT 
SS6 
SETT 
6LET 


ST@T 
86TT 
SeTtt 
6é2T 
Lett 
T9TT 
768 

698 

TSTT 
266 

TCOvT 
680T 
8e6 

980T 
LTOT 
TEEL 


wae 


--**XaTHeomM 


SAHILNNOD NWLITOdOXULANNON 


8e8 
eTL 
99L 
foL 
878 
POL 
L78 
ZL8 
T2s8 
£9 
€ZOT 
O9TT 
049 
ESS 
9SL 
£69 
LLL 
849 
TLL 
9€6 


068 
£68 
b6L 
TZ6 
968 
£08 
bTL 
9399 
ses 
LSL 
OSOT 
6€L 
TOL 
Lel 
StL 
LL8 


ud 2 


SONISNOH ONILSIXS 


££6 
6TOT 
2ett 


ud Pp 


6T9 
OLS 
99S 
L8S 
869 
cco 
69 
S69 
SES 
LLY 
S6L 
068 
S6t 
80S 
SLS 
SoS 
8T9 
LbS 
64S 
68L 


TEL 
069 
€%9 
8eL 
669 
TS9 
82S 
97S 
os9 
oT9 
yes 
£95 
Ses 
S%S 
L9S 
Ts9 


ad 


66L 
6ZOT 


ad Pp 


Tos 
S06 
€rs 


aad € 


66b 
veD 
c8h 
OSS 
S6S 
629 
OTS 
tSs 
Les 
CLy 
989 
069 
vbD 
8bd 
b6d 
09S 
oy A 
PLY 
b9S 
T6S 


66S 
06S 
88S 
L039 
€8S 
L¥9 
S2@sS 
SbP 
969 
L8b 
T89 
L6b 
LT? 
LS*% 
08h 
L9S 


ad 


LLL 
Lv8 


ud ¢€ 


MM SMM: MM el i lich eae sop seg 
Z69 ZLS €ZS SAS SERS NS EOL S eo Se 
SEO BES LGR tt tees eee ee ess suoszepuy 


SSILNNOD NVLITOdOXLEWNON 


SEEPS EOE RDS E GE SSIES 4 6% 9 OY oe a ae *XQunopD estM 


elenuers settee eee reese eee esses ewow xE ‘“STTeEd BITYOTM 
wih Sees Hea ele haa 84' SS is SiS yw oe ete recs ere WSW XL ‘ODPM 
ERESA ESS SRLS SEI ES eS SSE Se Oe ee “ETIOQVOTA 
RASS SO SES SSS SS ee eS Oe eee Seen eee ee ee ‘zeTAL 
EOP ORT ES eee “"""WSW UW ‘eueyzrexeL-xL ‘eueyrexeyL 


CORES ESS Oo eE SHE OS RECS CCH ES WSN XL ‘uUOSTUSq-UeWASYS 
crrtteereeeoe es ews XL ‘sTeyunerzg meN-oTuUOjUY ues 
tee eeeeeeereecseouow xr ‘oTebuy ues 

te ee ee eee ee ee eee WAWH XL ’AQunoD ySsny 
CEES ORCA ED MEET BISON RSS RC SMe RATER “""WSW XL ‘eBssspo 
oe soccer eee eee e son yL “PUPTDTH 

Se Ce ose 6 6 eup Be A ARUNOD SETReN 
seer eccreccecsoes WSR XL ‘uotsstw-5anqutpg-ueltTwow 
coc ere cee cee Street eee ee eee eee eee owom YyL “XODOGQnT 
on ceene sees + cup aime sy ‘maTADUOT 
ee ie ‘opezeyt 
Sete ee ee ene eee eee ee WAWH xi ‘AQunoD seseduey 
tree reece reece sous XL “POOH 310g-STdueL-useTTTyY 
oxeeee seer eee ce ece cose sora xT ‘AQuNOD TIepuex 


oe ee een een eee ee 


WAWH XL ‘’puey zeSng-umoqieg-uoqsnoy 
‘rss WAWH XL ‘UOQHUTTIW-YqIOM 410g 

weet ee eeceeeeseeeervem yr ‘Osea TS 
COTS CO 6 OF 6:9 6 8 ORR aE See ‘sertteda 
PAE NOTE SSeS RNa Ese ee recs WAWH XL ‘T3STayO sndz0pD 
“"WSW XL ‘uekag-uotqQeqsg ebaT{ToD 
sccss se WGWH XL ‘AQunoD unoyTed 
Sot eee shar eee ee eon eee Sag WSW XL ‘ueS5ut[Trzeyq-e TT tTasumorg 
RSIS BRIA SB ese SRR SE SO Re eo “*°WAWH x~ ‘AQunoD etiozeag 
see ee ee eee TO Oe Re Se ee Oe se *mnyqaw qaog-juoumesg 
‘SOOIeW UeS-HOOY punoy-utysny 


BASES CEE RNS EE ARES Oe SN Oar WAWH XZ% ‘AQunoD urzsny 
See eee eee ee ee eee ee eee WAWH xL ‘AQunoD esooseqyw 
Co rereerarrccee reser eecore curs yr ‘AQunop sesuelry 
eee eee ee Cece eee rere srccrsecesee serra yr ‘OTT tzeuy 
CREEL ENED SME PASS ORE RSS ED WSW XL ‘oueTTqy 


SVauW YUNA NWLITOGOMLEN 


SWXaL 
86S ZbE 90% Soe eee et eee ee eee eee eee ee sag Tuy 
Ts 62h S6E ce tc 7.¢ 701 
ud 2 wat wad o SHILNNOD NWLITOdONLEWNON 


penutjuoD gagSSaNNaL 


YOd SINSY LEWAWN YIVA Teuta stoz@ Ad - @ FINGTHOS 


59837 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 








eS2T 
b>6 


O€eTT 
£6 
8S6 
£6 
6L2T 


726 
766 
TOTT 
LZ6 
S80T 


TS6 
8L6 
956 
TS6 
Le6 


bS6 
SOST 
796 
666 
TS6 


TS6 
TSOT 
896 
BELT 
€€6 


€€6 
668 
cF6 
TS6 
TS6 


69¢T 
Bett 
6€TT 
TS6 
868 


6eTT 
922T 
TS6 
z80T 
bv6 


ad 7 


TL6 
TT8 


97TT 
LS8 
£68 
LS8 
6L6 


SL8 
998 
SL8 
598 
6L8 


8b6 
096 
0Ss8 
8b6 
T98 


8b6 
6SOT 
506 
8S8 
86 


86 
768 
$96 
T08 
T08 


TO08 
968 
6€6 
86 
8b6 


c92T 
€76 
86 
86 
9€8 


sss 
OZOT 
86 
6726 
bts 


ad € 


LOL 
TS9 


L6L 
£9 
LTL 
£9 
eth 


069 
899 
89 
p69 
TL9 


€v9 
TEL 
€¢9 
€¢9 
949 


€v9 
0Ss8 
£9 
689 
€v9 


ae) 
609 
8TL 
v9 
€%9 


€b9 
€¢9 
€%9 
£99 
£9 


€TOT 
€¢9 
£9 
€¢9 
€%9 


£9 
z69 
€%9 
SOL 
bSS 


ud c 


Sb 


€2S 
90S 


o€9 
00S 
OSS 
2b 
L9S 


€%S 
v6P 
v0S 
bTS 
86S 


00S 
L8S 
ZHS 
00S 
STS 


SLY 
829 
SLY 
60S 
00S 


SLY 
O8t 
Lbs 
SLY 
SLY 


00S 
SLY 
ces 
SLY 
€tS 


6FL 
SLY 
SLY 
SLY 
ses 


bOS 
TTS 
ZbS 
tSs 
90S 


ad Tt 


aowWd 


6TS 
T9d 


929 
SSt 
80S 
SS? 
OfP 


88h 
L6OE 
TOS 
T6% 
ZbS 


Sst 
19% 
SSt% 
62F 
LSb 


cLY 
z09 
SS 
OTP 
SSt 


SSd 
98€ 
€¢s 
ely 
SSt 


SSF 
SSt 
SSP 
SSP 
SSP 


LTL 
T2y 
SSP 
SSt 
SS? 


SSP 
06% 
SS% 
8bS 
19% 


ad 


***BrsqeTty 
ove eet OETe 


sees egray 
‘+++ Xpeusy 
“STTOM WTL 
staeq jJFeLc 
‘**uosyoer 


*uosuTYyo jn 


“++ *pzemMoH 
+ +sutydoy 
***XaTMOOH 
*uosrsepusyH 


"+" TTSeXSeH 
* *uOS TAAPH 
**pzojysuey 
+seeo 
****seuTIy9 


**saTezuoy 
*etdsettto 
-***sauTtey 
*suoqjsesig 
sec? *pszeod 


-+++zeysTa 
‘+ sutTuuReg 
+++ + uqQeag 
“*pueTyseq 
-+++XatTuog 


***suayota 


“yytusg Feed 


+++ -merted 
** 499849029 
*** *@T3905 


++ +oyouo5 
* -OoperoToD 
***ueUa TOD 
***ueazyooD 
**sayor9Y4D 


+++ +sge5 
****Qouang 
“°° “990620 
**zeqsmerg 
****uWepz0g 


SAHILNNOD NVLITOdOULSANNON 


TS6 
698 


€£6 
6€TT 
£€6 
LS6 
96ET 


TS6 
c76 
LO@T 
666 
€€6 


0S6 

LEOT 
ZOOT 
L9OT 
TZOT 


br6 
TS6 
6€TT 
6€TT 
8OTT 


6S8 
T68 
€€6 
OzOT 
6S8 


€€6 
TS6 
£€6 
£€€6 
8F0T 


£€6 
786 
€t6 
€€6 
Lt6 


8b6 
SSTT 
€€6 
€90T 
€66 


ad 


8b6 
TO08 


T08 
8h6 
9T8 
768 
T86 


8F6 
6T6 
THTT 
6€6 
TO8 


606 
068 
666 
SL8 
908 


TT8 
846 
806 
86 
8h6 


cTs8 
L88 
TO08 
918 
TO8 


TO08 
8b6 
076 
TOs 
vZoT 


TOs 
8L6 
TO08 
TOs 
TO8 


TEs 
9€8 
LS8 
b6 
S76 


ade 


€¢9 
€¢9 


€¢9 
€¢9 
€%9 
9TL 
88L 


€¢9 
€¢9 
zS8 
z69 
€¢9 


sss 
STL 
8L9 
€b9 
€%9 


TS9 
€¢9 
€v9 
€¢9 
€b9 


€¢9 
€¢9 
€v9 
£04 
€¢9 


€¢9 
€¢9 
€¢9 
€¢9 
PSL 


€b9 
y99 
€b9 
€b9 
€¢9 


€v9 
zs9 
€%9 
€¢9 
EbL 


ad 


c6P 
SLE 


00S 
Zbs 
ZbS 
LSS 
S3S 


00S 
SL 
o0€9 
tts 
O€sS 


b8bp 
95S 
TOS 
sos 
TOS 


90S 
fbS 
feS 
SLY 
ZeS 


SLY 
SLY 
00S 
€6S 
fbS 


SL 
9S 
00s 
00s 
64S 


SLY 
3tS 
SLY 
Zbs 
fPS 


cbs 
c8P 
00S 
S6F 
69S 


ad 


SSF 
SSb 


SSP 
6TS 
SSt 
LOS 
8SS 


SSF 
ese 
S29 
06b 
SSb 


b9P 
90S 
08% 
696 
SSb 


T9F 
SSb 
SSF 
SSP 
SSF 


SSP 
cEP 
SSF 
865 
SSb 


cLY 
SSt 
ssp 
SSP 
SSS 


SSt 
OLD 
ese 
SSt 
SSb 


SSP 
88e 
SSt 
SS 
9cS 


ad 


SONISNOH ONILSIXA YOA SLNAA LAAXUWN YUIVW4A 


SAIINNOO 


Teutd Sto? AA 


-+++Xsuuty 
“** ST qury 


settee quey 
"++ *souzey 
**66oH utc 
****zedsep 
sees syoep 


*yqedspny 
* "uo zsnoH 
+++ *pooH 
coh 
“TT Tuduex 


*- XSTAACH 
“uewepreH 
“uoRTTWeH 
+++ -oTeH 
eeu + VAGZS 


. 


*yooossetyD 
eee eeeren 
eres rorzg 
‘uTTyUeI 
e+? *BAGTE 


***aqqekeg 
+++ +sTtea 
***spzempg 
++++*Teand 
ses Q Tut d 


-***49TmMeG 
+++ *dOosmMeEg 
*uoszeqtno 
+++ ++ 9ueI9 
++ +++ ay009 


* -eyouruo) 


* -yqazomsBut {too 
teeter ees ayoo 


“sseapTtyo 
****o0279889 


Sess * -aee 
++ ++ +umomg 
***900sT14@ 
‘++ *enbsog 
“<< + 6000Ta 


NWLITIOdOULANNON 


penutquod syxaL 


@ ATNGaHOS 


1ces 


ter/ Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Not 


1S 


Federal Reg 


59838 





606 
TS6 


T¥6 
668 
6S8 
cv6 
€€6 


TS6 
S76 
€t6 
€£6 
€b6 


9E0T 
6€TT 
£€6 

OSOT 
6eTT 


TS6 
bP6 
6ETT 
TS6 
TS6 


L80T 
880T 
OTOT 
€L6 
698 


€L6 
€£6 
606 
6eTT 
€€6 


8EeT 
€€6 
TS6 
8E6 
br6 


6S8 
ZLOT 
TS6 
SS6 
PITT 


ud 


S88 
8r6 


c88 
688 
TO08 
cT6 
£88 


856 
S08 
€28 
798 
O06 


cE6 
8r6 
T08 
9F0T 
SL8 


806 
TT8 
8b6 
856 
8b6 


S¥6 
£v8 
£96 
St6 
TO8 


L06 
276 
S06 
86 
ZL8 


Lv6 
TO08 
8b6 
St6 
898 


TO08 
€90T 
8r6 
eS6 
LE6 


ud € 


vs9 
€b9 


609 
€L9 
€%9 
SOL 
£v9 


€b9 
£b9 
€%9 
tro 
€%9 


PTL 
€¢9 
crs 
OTL 
€%9 


€b9 
So 
€¢9 
€¢9 
€%9 


S%9 
€v9 
6TL 
TL9 
€¢9 


8eL 
€%9 
€¢9 
€¢9 
£9 


669 
€v9 
€%9 
£9 
TS9 


€p9 
SSL 
€%9 
9%9 
€v9 


wg c 


9 


80S 
SLY 


08% 
L6% 
cbs 
tes 
cbs 


86h 
€0S 
T6P 
SLY 
tts 


82S 
cbs 
SLY 
Sts 
SLY 


cvs 
90S 
TTs 
SLY 
SLO 


08h 
evs 
TEs 
99S 
ees 


08S 
€8F 
SLb 
LOS 
6Lb 


LTS 
cvs 
cvs 
SLY 
90S 


cbs 
89S 
cbs 
LLY 
cvs 


ud Tt 


aqowvd 


€9F BAS OSE RS RN ew EN 
SSP 08 Wg RE eee ere oe 18 
6SP Rees + Sa ee 
00% Me a eee a ee 
SSP See R Aa wae ese 
66% CORE Pema ce wes 
26h PWG See ee we leds 
SSB $C:OU Woe Se aE S 
EBE MSPS S GEE, CoS SAE 
SSP ee ee ON ee eee 
SSP Pe ee ECR ee 
SSP Siar ero ware a ele oye sree 
Sos Tp ape ee rae weg ee, 
SSt Wied ep ee Oe eae 
SSF eee seg waa rw ee ee 
zs Slee rdoe axel eNeran ee alae 


SSP ErRid wed Mipierecete Aueresacs 


SSP Pa ae ae ee ee 
194 Sc eek dea ere 54 aS 
SSF aie eceus: 6iacoxe wee eiae 
SSP ieee wie eis Sele aes 
SSP ee bee iat 8 8 bay elas 
89% aed AiG shace pate lene, aces 
SSt Sith ye alate aieok ste eats 
LOP palate ders eae are esate 
SLY ee Rnachie are 476 wralacale 
SSB Sie mraeieaeG ais wk 4 a% 
09S die Lete AT Slay ase Ala SeaNeT a 
Sse aarese Ae) 6S gialeicee sare 
SSB Ses 61s ee sele sider da ere 
SSP Pie era eis a sace s8a eh sts 
SSF Tp iain ee ean pe 
ott cba a pa whale edhe oe 
SSP ere ear OR ar at 
SSF mie endo oi ara. o 6 825ts1G Ss 
SSP Pee er ear Oe 
9% PUNT ee Se Ere 
SSB Sr ekcaio a plata 6 3s aoa a 
GES Sach wae sales onal eaele 
SSP Sache Sewer erp aoe a eat 
LSb Scene sane eee ee 
SS? PER ar A ashe OPPS Ra a 
ad 0 SHILINN0D 


oe Seon, 
"t+ *7TOTMUTM 


***ZTeHIeSqTIM 
.°** “GOq team 
sts++++paem 
“s*Qpuez ueA 
+++++-+appeag 


SSS 9S 8 BAe. 
te eeeeesngrs 
a ae <2 | 
"++ **27eyUSTMS 
"+ *TTemMeuo0ys 


“sueydays 
***TTearTeuUosg 
se set heETORS 
Pe Sas horn 
“eqes ues 


. 
. 
. 


“++ ++ +auTQRS 
sere "gs QzEeqoy 
sees? *SBA00"N 
eos tee -eed 
(sss gare 


corres eee 
sees e *JowIed 
"“*oRUuTd oTed 
** *8aI3TTYI0 
"2" * *TOQMON 


*soyoophooen 
oe 82 TT TOM 
***-enbequopw 


+ o.? ee 
cece e*PpIBVUeH 


** *epz0bejqen 
"ocr uTqQazeW 
-****uOSTpPeW 
“* "qooTTnNOon 
soe eee Ber AOm 


"cs "3Hk8Q BATT 
++ -9u0qsouTT 
teeter ga 
-+*-aTTes eq 
corres teureq 


NWLITOdOULANNON 


GLLE 
6€TT 


6S6 
766 
€00T 
TS6 
€€6 


6ETT 
TS6 
SS6 
€€6 
SL6 


SZOT 
£€6 
TS6 
€€6 
ene 


6ETL 
SES 
6€TT 
€€6 
TS6 


6€TT 
6€TT 
L6TT 
GET 
896 


€€6 
960T 
6EeTT 
6€TT 
£6 


TS6 
€€6 
£96 
TS6 
vOOoT 


698 
POOT 
€£6 
S€oTt 
6S8 


ud 7 


ONISNOH ONILSIXA YOd SLNEY LAMAWN YIVA 


288 
€S8 


0S6 
br6 
OOO0T 
8h6 
cL8 


8h6 
86 
LL8 
€t8 
r96 


T08 
888 
86 
TO8 
T08 


876 
026 
2¢8 
z08 
8h6 


0c8 
Tes 
966 
876 
P06 


T08 
€t8 
bZ6 
8>6 
bT6 


8h6 
TO8 
6S6 
8t6 
TOOT 


TO8 
268 
€76 
6S8 
TO8 


we ¢ 


$9 
€¢9 


$399 
CPL 
9EL 
~S9 
t79 


ers 
to 
8S9 
€b9 
ZL9g 


€v9 
€¢9 
€¢9 
€¢9 
€¢9 


e79 
€¢9 
€¢9 
€v9 
€b9 


€v9 
£9 
9149 
€¢9 
TEL 


€¢9 
TS9 
€¢9 
€¢9 
€¢9 


€b9 
€¢9 
TS9 
€v9 
649 


ergo 
€¢9 
€v9 
€b9 
£b9 


ad 


S8t 
SLY 


83S 
tZ9 
Teg 
€8F 
ces 


SES 
OOS 
SSS 
bcS 
LSS 


SLY 
ces 
00S 
SLY 
SLP 


ees 
GLb 
SLY 
ces 
cbs 


TES 
SLY 
OLS 
cbs 
OSS 


00s 
9ES 
cbs 
LOS 
cbs 


00S 
SLYb 
90S 
cvs 
cos 


SLY 
88h 
SLY 
fPS 
00S 


ad 


c8h 
Say 


89F 
9cS 
80S 
PLY 
SSP 


SSF 
SSP 
99% 
SSF 
SLY 


SS 
SSP 
SS 
SS? 
cLY 


SSF 
SS 
SaP 
SSP 
SSt 


c9OF 
SSP 
6LFh 
SSt 
9%S 


SSP 
€e€s 
SS 
SSP 
9CF 


SSb 
SSP 
T9d 
SSF 
T8th 


SSP 
SSF 
80% 
SSb 
SSF 


ad 


eee ee wm wm ere eee ne 


Seehes «eee 
22° *ASCTITM 


"c+ **TeTSeeumM 
*-uoqbutysem 
++++++zo0xyTeEM 
"**SpzeA TRA 
Sees ss Sey 


“coo Sapegay 


*uojzouyoorzyL 


. 


‘+++ -rparter 
"77+ *m0Q34NnS 
“°° -BeETazeqSs 


median 
--*""Upurseys 
“pros TeyoeysS 
* *zeyoteTyos 


SSCS SRS Re a6 i869! een evo ues 


‘+++ *sTeuuny 
"++ -oThnyey 
***ZOATY pew 
‘os * uebeey 
‘+ *oTptseird 


rt e+ ++ g000q 
woisieis emOued 
seer’ “MeUPTO 
++++++-uetoN 
‘c++ OrTeAeN 


*t+0+ + KOTIOW 
iss See 
"++ TTOUOITW 
occ es UOT TW 
"7" *YOTASACK 


vcr ts mOTIEW 
"++ ‘UST TINWOW 
oe ee oe eR Am 
rere 


°° + -quoosdty 
sees +yoaq 
see ++ eoReaRd 


teeee e+ + qureq 
e989 2 9) = ear EaN 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


penutquoD SyxXaL 


Teutda STO? AA - 


@ AINGAHOS 


59839 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014 / Notices 


uMoj OSH YANOS 


‘UMOQ STSI puerzy 


‘aMOQ SUPQTW “3S 
‘umoq AxouoSju0M ‘amoq sQeby6tH ‘umMoQ eth1z0a5H 


‘UMOQ AYO IS TA ‘UMOQ PTSTjateg 


‘UMOQ CASH YRIAON 
‘umoOq ybangtyw JO sumoq AQuNoD ST{sI puerzy 

uMOQ Uo AUeMS 
‘KATO sueqtw “4s 


‘UMOQ XBJATeA 


‘UMOQ SQIAIOW BT STSI 


‘UMOFD UOpTSYs 
‘UMOQ PIOJQOTY 
‘UMOQ UTTHUeAG 
7uUMOQ Hanqsoug 


‘UMO} OITYSYASG ‘UMOQ PTOTFSAsyeg JO sumo} AQunoy urpTyueszyz 


Aqto Tysooutm 


“UMOQ UOJSTTILIT™M 


4UMOQ PIOFISOM “TUMOR TTTYASpug ‘AQTO uoq_Zbutptang yyAnos 


7uUMOQ SsUANqTSUS 
4uMOR OYdOTASL 
‘UMOQ TaRsSayoOTOD 
‘a205 stang 


“UMOQ UOITTN 
‘UMOQ XOSSH 


€B8cT 6L2T 
Le6 €8L 
Tzs8 8T8 
OPZT 686 
€zoTt OZOT 
6ttt Sttt 
OT6 SSL 
Th2T 066 
€LOoT £€68 
udp ude 
£6 TOs 
ud b UGe 


898 
909 
$09 
b6L 


269 
L£St 
909 
S6L 
$09 


ud 2c 


€v9 


ud 2 


LY 


‘umo3 e610ae5 
4umoQ uo zS5utjuny 
*UMOFZ 83 OTITBYD 
‘UMOQ UORZTOG JO sumoq AQunoD usepuseqytyo 


ALWLS UTYITA VAN UWA JO sjusuoduoyD 


cel 6S9 
TES Ost 
TTS 09% 
OL9 £09 
b8S Secs 
8e9 S<s 
TTS Osh 
TL9 bO9 
TTS Osh 
va tT wa 0 


“3S ‘umojQ puouyoTya 
‘umoj BanqseutH 
“AATO uocqbuttang 


tS6t €9ST 


ud >’ uge 


SHILNNOD NVLITOGOULSEWNON 


@TS0C0L ThZT LL6 
atumms = TLbt 90bT 

uoqbutysem FFET LEOT 

SHeT ATES ETST S82T 

yqean ‘qene TS€t E€edTT 

zeqem ‘ue5az0om ‘staeq LTET L60T 

ayoed OFTT FE6 

SLIWLS UTUITM WaYW UWA FO satzUMOD UG - AGE 
GLP SS* Ce reer eer ee erersersrcccveee ejedez 
ud t wa o 

a5vd 


SAHILNNOD NYLITOdOULANNON 


8ZET 


ud Zz 


LS 
PItor 
€9L 
T06 
€92 
8LL 
6%9 


ud Zz 


SNISQOH ONILSIXS YOd SINAN LHWAWW UIWsA 


LTOT 


ud Tt 


TL6 
bPET 
TS8 
96 
OSOT 


€LOT 
LL8 
zOET 
T98 
Tr8 


ua 


89S 
6hL 
T8S 
LOL 
6€9 
P6S 
O6F 


ag Tt 


TS6 
068 


ud 


9€6 


ud 0 


T98 
O9TT 
€6L 
SSZ 
£68 


5S8 
SSL 
€80T 
LSL 
88 


wade 


8Es 
z89 
SOS 
3909 
00S 
S8F 
L8h 


ud 0 


876 
¥S8 


ud ¢€ 


909 
658 
Leg 
909 
909 


909 
909 
Stz 
809 
909 


CeCe ee ese eee eee rere eeeeeeses WAWH Lo 


eee eee ee ee ee ee WANH LO 
teeters eee eer ouoW In 


TTS 
s¢9 
bsp 
tts 
TTS 


Tts 
TSt 
0z9 
b9F 
tts 


“*'"*Y¥SW LA ‘uoQS5utTang yanog-uoqbut Ting 
SWSYW YUNA NYLITOGOULSan 

INONYSA 

09°F eevee eee enw wnwwe oer ewe ewes euxkem 
t69 tte eee ee eee eee eee eres supquty 
8p eoeoeo ewer oe eee ere ere ee eeeeee ejedues 
09F tte eee eee eee eee eee ee euoty 
O9b ttt ttt eter stesseee ++s+* + pzeTTIM 
OTe ort ttt t tess sere cesses uozt 
StF tee eee eee ee eee eee eee eprargzieg 
ass ete eee eee eee eee eee es sougeyong 
19% CCCI Cole d Ta) 
09F cee tee eee e ee eee eee sere es zoneag 
ua o SHILNNOD NVLITOdOULANNON 


coeeeeos sous En ‘Aqunopg eTescoy 
‘XqunoD Atuuns 
cere ereeeeess owen tn ‘eBa0ep °3S 
‘AATD exer ares 
‘WeIO-OAOCIg 


Fe ee eee ene WSN IN ‘PTetTFzeeTD-usepboO 


tbo 
339 


ud 2 


Zos 
26h 


ud T 


SSb 
S6E 


ud 0 


CST SSS eee ae aqr-in ‘ueBoy 
SWEuW YUNA NVLITOAOULaW 
HYLO 


STE CESS EC HET OCE THE SH HE CE SL RALZ 
ee vovees eons 


SHILNNOD N¥LITOdOULANNON 
penutjuo SYxXaL 


Teuta GTO% Ad - @ AINGHHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59840 


‘UMOQ TeAOCg ‘UMOQ SUTTYOOAG ‘’UMOQ OCAOGEeTIAIeAg ‘UMOQ sUSeUuIAW 
UMOJ 3T8QSeD10M ‘UMOQ AAINqQPOOM 

‘umoq Arnqgze3eM ‘WMO UWeTTeM ‘UMOJ PTETJsytTem ’umMoW Arnqxoy 
‘UMOQ PTSOTJUTETA ‘MOQ PTSTFJURIION ‘UMOQ UMORSIOW 

‘AQTIO zetpTedquoW ‘umMoQ XSSSTPPIN ‘UMOQ PTETJYUsSIeW 

‘umoQ uoqsdegqg ‘umOQ Ast TedjZuow 4yseq ‘’umMoQ Aanqxng 

“UMOQ STETED ‘UMOQ 3OqQED ‘UMOQ UTTAeq ‘UWMOR arTIeg ‘AQTO arIeEg 
UMOQ PUSTINY 3SemM ‘UMOQR USsAeH ASoOM 

‘UMOQ STTOM ‘UMOQ pazcCzZHurpTTem ‘umMoQj yAnowuTy, ‘umoq Aarnqpns 
*umo3 Aanqsmeazys ‘’uMOQ pueTyany “AQTO puelTtqAny “’uMOQ 1A0QD0Ig 
‘umoq ABUATNOd ‘UMOQ PAOFSAITd ‘UMOQ PTETISIATd ‘UMOQ JoaTMeEd 
‘umoqQ IToqer juno, ‘uMOQ ATTOH 3uno_ ‘umMoq sSutrdg umojeTppIW 
‘UMOQ UOCpUds_ “UMOQ UORHSbut{[ TTA ‘UMOQ eIAIT 

‘UMORZ UOApAeqqnyH ‘UMOR UsAeH ATe_ ‘umMoQ Aqueq ‘UMOQ UOpUSszeT\D 
‘UMOJ UspueqRTyD ‘UMOQ TOJYSTASeD ‘UMOQ UOpuUerAg ‘UMOQ UOoSsUNg 
UMO} arOMASSM “’UMOQ PTSTy Asem ‘uMOQ AOIL 

‘umoq qaodmen ‘ARTO Qaodmen ‘umoq uebaow ‘uMoOq [TTeMoT 

‘umoq ACC ‘umoQ Ganqseazy ‘uMoQ pueTTOH ‘umoj oz0oqsuseryp 
‘UMOQ AeAOTHO ‘umoQ Aqaeq ‘umoq Aanqsqzeazayg ‘umoQ ATQUSeACD 
‘UMOQ UOJSeTIeYD ‘uUMOQ UoOAHuTuMorG ‘uUMOQ woOITeG ‘uUMOQ AUeqTW 
UMOQ UMOJRSUETTTIM ’UMOQ seTATeA ASemM 

‘umoQj uoq4hutysem ‘uMCQ sxATYySsSrTsA ‘uUMOQ SHpraquny 

‘umoQq weysdoy, ‘umoq pzozsqZeyL ‘uMOQ pxzozzeraqys ‘umoj ydropuey 
‘umoyj eBueio ‘umoq AanqmeN ‘UMOQ VOTATeA *UMOQ YAUTAOD 

4UMOQ PSSTSYD ‘UMOQ PTEeTyJYooIG ‘uMOQ saerAQ\UTeIg ‘UMOQR PIOFperg 
UMOQ 323OOTOM ’UMOQ STTTAIOQeEM 

‘UMO} @MOFS ‘UMOQ UMOASTAAOM ‘UMOQ UOSUYyOr ’UMOR YAR SepAH 
*UMOR eTOWTS ‘UMOQ uUepg ‘uMOQ sHptaqured ‘uMOQ srsptTaTed 

a105 s,uaer7emM ‘3uUe7TH s,rtaureM ‘uUMOQ ATOQITA 

4UMOQ UOQZION ‘UMOQ suTOASpTeW ‘UNOQ KHBanquauny ‘umMoqQ stMoT 
4umOQ uo_ZHutusey ‘uUMOQ [TTeYPTITND ‘umoq Aquexzy ‘uMOoQ pueUTpAdsy 
‘UMOQZ USACH BSEA *UMOQ PAODUOD ‘UMOQ UeeURD “UMOQ HROTMSuUNIgG 
‘uMO} UOAYHTAG ‘uUMOQ PTeTyWooTA ‘e70H s,Arseay ‘UMOQ T[TrsAaW 
UMOQ YOOTSSYM ‘UMOQ PIOFASAeEM 

4UMOQ USPTeM ‘UMOQ u0AANS ‘uUMOQ przeUUReyS ‘UMOQ PTSETJFOYS 
‘umoq Aanqsuyor *4yg ‘uMoQ eqQebeky ‘umoQ weyoersg 

‘UMOZ YTePMON ‘UMOQ UOpUAT ‘UMOQ AqITH ’UMOQ YOTMpAeH 

‘UMO} UOROIH ‘UMOQ ASTTTAUeC ‘UMOQ ayYING ‘uUMOQ YauAR, 

UMORZ PAOCFPOCOM ‘4UMOQ TTRBYUTM ‘UMOQ pPueTrASpuNS 

‘umoq pazogueqs ‘umoq Aanqsqgeys ’umoq Hanqszess 

‘umoq eqeBpues ‘umoq 4yazedny ’umoq4 orzoqspesy ‘UMOQ TeUMOg 
‘UMOQ NAeq ‘UMOQ AaysayoueW ‘UMOQ SsAOAHpueT ‘uMOQ AANqueyseTH 
4UMO} JosITOg ‘uMOQ UOoORHbuTuusg ‘uMOQ uoRHbuT [AW 

umoq B5utatym ‘uMoQq oefptazaqdom ‘umoQj wey qtem ‘’AQTO souusebszs, 
“umoj OzoqsyzejAs ’uMOQ weyerzoys ‘umoq Aaznqsttes 

‘umoQ uojzdty ‘UMOQ UOQUed ‘UMOQ [TTeMIO ‘UMOQZ UBAeH MON 

‘UMOQ UOIYUOWM ‘uMoOQ AANqeTPPTW ’uUMOQ uUTAdUTI ‘UMOQR ASaQSadTAaT 
‘UM0OQ YOoouRH 4UMOQ STTTAUeAH ‘uMOQ usYysoy ‘umoQ yHanqstarzsg 
4UMOR TTeBMUIOD ‘UMOQ TORSTAq ‘uMOQ AAOdptag ‘uMOQ BOSTpPpY 


setTquNoOdS ueqQTTOdoajzewuou uTYyYQTM SUMO] 


8% FoWd 


t6or 


OSST 


€LEt 


€eoT 


ESS1 


OOLT 


PPTIT 


9ZeT 


OLZT 


OSST 


ad + 


S8TTt 


Lb2T 


Serr 


bS6 


Sttr 


vOrT 


068 


€00T 


OFTT 


€82T 


ud ¢€ 


ZL6 624 809 


€86 €6L 88L 


p06 Sts Le9 


ese LE9 9T9 


b68 LeL ces 


996 SLL Tes 


STL £09 Los 


S08 6L9 2o9 


SE6 6TL Lss 


S26 O8L LTL 


wae wat «(oe Oo 


ONISNOH ONILSIXS 


Se SCS RUNDE Maier eae, (eke ene ene et ere eae eee Ene LA ’AjunoD weyputm 


SOE OES LEG SEUSS BSE OLE ENO O IE BIE eee en Olea ‘Kqyunoo woqzburysem 


cvceews LA ‘ARuno0D puelrtyny 


cee em em eee ewwe OS SE OEC NEGO RRS Sr ee R ae S6 ‘AQRunoD suesT10 


oer eens SSR OSE RR SR ‘AQunoy es5ue190 


cee eee we eee we LA *Xqunop eTTrowey 


Se 


eee eee wee ee eens 


ee eee eee 


a ey 


ee eee eee 


teeeeeeeraA “Qun0D xassy 


-***za ‘AQunoD etuopaTte) 


"'etTA ‘AQunop uojyburuusg 


seesesra ‘AQunoD UwOstTppy 


SAHILNNOD NVLITOdOULENNON 


Ppenutyzuoo LNOWESA 


aOd SINSUY LAWAWW AIWA TePUTA GTOZ AA - A SXINAAIHOS 


59841 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 








AQIO AeQseyoutm ‘HYoOtsaeperg 
AQtoO yreq sesseuen ‘AQTO sesseuen 


‘kqto Banqsyotzepezag ‘AQtO yoanyd stteg ‘AqQto xejzateg 


‘AQIO etapuexety ‘prozzeqs ‘erueatAsqods ‘werttttm soutszg 
‘unopnoy ‘aotnbneg ‘’xegateg ‘ayre{tD ‘uo qhuttav 
udsATeM 


AqtoO Banqsurett{ttm ’AqQtO yoeog etutTbata 

‘AQTO yTosgns “AQTO yQnomsjqaog ‘AQtTO uosonbog ‘AQATO YTOJION 
‘KATO smon Qa0odmen ‘ARTO uogjdwey ‘AQtoO syesdesayD 

‘yz0x ‘Azang ‘smoy jen ‘souer ‘QyH5tM FO STSI ‘ASQSdoONOTS 
A3to wetes ‘ARTS syoueoy ‘syourwoy ‘Brexzp ‘qanoqe jog 

AQyo puowyoty 

‘AQTO sqybtey TeTuoptop 


‘kato Banqszajeq ‘AAT TTeMedoR 


‘xossng ‘oe61005 souTtaAg ‘UPQRYMOg ‘QUSY MON ‘WeETTTITM Buty 
‘uoond pue Suty ‘ootrzuey ‘reaoueH ‘puepysoop ‘stpptautgd 
‘pueTrzsqunDd ‘pTetTyazseqseyD ‘saTtreyD ‘sutTjtorzeD ‘erpeuy 
TyseTNd 

Aqto BanqyoudAT 

‘AQTO przozpag ‘{TTeqdwed ‘pzozpagq ‘xoQQewoddy ’Qsrza wy 
estnoy 

AQIS Toust3zag ‘woRbuTysem ’4309g 

ARTO Hbanquosfarey ‘weybupyooy 

S8TTS 

utTyuerg 

ATO eT TtTaueq ‘etueaTAsjqtd 

AQATO STTTASAAIOTASYD ‘UOSTEN ‘SsuaeTH ‘euUeANTA ‘STAeUSEqTW 
AQtO pzojzpey ‘ArswohHjuow 


SIVLS UTYITM WHYW NWA FO Set QuNoD 


UMOQZ YOORSPOOM ‘UMOZ AOSPUTM ’UMOQ AOCSPUTM JSEM 
‘umoq UORSeM ’UMOQ PTeTJsrseyqQeem ‘uMOQ SsHptaqyooqjs 

‘umoQ pretgbutads ‘umoQ uozeys ‘umoQ u0oqZTedAoy 

“UMOQ Tayseyooy ‘umoQ Hutpeey ‘uMoQ Joerzuog ’umoQ yQnoudtTg 
4UMOQZ YOTMION ’UMOQ MOTPNT ‘UMOQ pUeTIAeH ‘UMOQ pAOFIIeH 
“UMOQ ASeQseYyo ‘UMOQ YSstTpusrAed ‘uMOQ ASQemebptig 

‘UMOQZ TeyIeG ‘UMOQ PAeUAeG ‘UMOQJ SAOWTITeG ‘UMOQ ASAOpUY 
uUMOQZ WEYUPUTM 

‘umoq uoqBututtm ’umog weyhutqtTym ‘UMOQ zAEeQsuUTUASEM 

4UMOQ OTOGSpPAeM {UMOQ UOUTSA ‘UMOQ pPUSYSsUMOL 
4UMOQ QoSasuOg ‘uMOQ weYybuTy.OYyY ‘uMOQ AdUQNY, 
‘umOQ OAOqTAeR ‘uMoj ArASpuopuoT ‘uMOQ edotTeuer 
“UMOQ PAOFTIND ‘uMoeQ wojRyexzy ‘uMoQ vogjsirzsuumMgG 


‘uUMOQ UwOoqQ{eIWS 
4‘UMOQ SUPTMON 
‘UMOQ XE TTCH 


sotTqunos ueqtTodozqzewuou uTYAIM SUMO] 


6% dvd 


O6ET 


TSve 
96eT 


976T 
L80T 


e8ST 
STOT 


OOTT 
eSOT 
bLE 
8zST 
b90T 
SL6 
bT6 
86FT 
862T 


ad 


9TET 


ud 


PITT 


TS6T 
c6eT 


O€ST 
656 


90ET 
028 


SS6 
TSOT 
T98 
960T 
Le6 
Tzs8 
TT6 
Teer 
9Z0T 


ud € 


80cT 


ua & 


6T8 


8SbT 
OT6 


LOTT 
cel 


€66 
€%9 


9PL 
€TL 
8s9 
£98 
€%9 
€b9 
€¢9 
8EeoTt 
tel 


aad 2 


LTOT 


ud 2 


ONISNOH ONILSIXAY YOd SLINAA LEWAWW AIWA Teutd Gtoz@ Ad - 


ee9 


O€cT 
89 


026 
L8sS 


8€s8 
cbs 


TES 
TOo9 
tts 
799 
bs 
80s 
b2S 
SL8 
8T9 


ua T 


sez 


ud T 


SRE Le TE EN ee WSW AM-WA ‘28]S9q0UTM 


LOTT °***WAWH GW-WA-Od ‘etzpuexety-uoqbutTay-uocjzbutysem 
649 CEADCCECETECECS EEO T CEES ES ¥ 6 CU WA ‘Xnuno0pD udsAITeM 


$68 ‘‘"WSW ON-WA ‘S8MON 320dMoN-HTOJION-YOuog eTUTHATAs 
LOS eS ee ee eee ee ee ee ey ‘exyoueoy 


L6L see e cere crc e ere cee orees er eseses sua YA /pPUOUyoTYy 
61S CEOS O69, WW SEF SOG FO LY HH 00) VIN ae *XqunooD TYSe TN 


6SS EWS FCCC Oe Oe 9.0 EST Oe ee i eee ae *BanquyoudséT 
ZLS CEUVOCERE OTHE ECOSUN SY OS SY ON WA “ARunoD estnoy 
oP sees ee cers ooo ewe WA-NL ’Toystig-To4st4zg-q1zodsbuty 
8S9 ee ee Oe eee ee eee ee ee eee WA ‘Banquos tiie 
16? soccer rere co oereereseee sess s cura WA ‘Xqunop SeTtS 
Ser eS Sa Se ie eee ee ee oe WA ‘Xqunod UT TYXuUeLA 
Zr terre e reer reer eer cerer ese eeseess swan WA “OTTTAURC 
Z99 See e ee ee eer eee eesecssees ss swe WA “OTTTASOQIOTALCYD 


Lt ctf 


fs 
a 
S 


‘pzozpeu-S5anqsuetrystayo-banqsxoetgd 


ua 0 SYSUW UWA NVLITO¢OULaN 

WINIDUIA 
Pee Fee Nea etter ee ZA ‘Aqunop 2z0sputm 
ua 0 SHILNQOD N¥LIIOdO¥LSWNON 


penutquos LNOWUaA 


@ SINCEHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59842 








ZObT 
ZS6 


T60T 
OZOT 
Z80T 
cPTTt 
802T 


LLOT 
80PT 
c8Tt 
969T 
€eot 


€6bT 
L8TT 
802T 
OPT 
€€oTt 


LT9T 
cS6 
OZOT 
€eoT 
6S8 


yL8 

6€TT 
922T 
ZvOT 
Z80T 


ad > 


LSOT 
978 


OL8 
LTOT 
£66 
628 
6S6 


POOT 
TEET 
evs 
OSST 
€78 


ZOTT 
€8Ttt 
SOOT 
Set 
TO8 


L9eT 
978 
LTOT 
To08 
TO08 


OL8 
86 
zZ98 
9€8 
£66 


age 


Tos 
€%9 


£v9 
069 
vL9 
Sv9 
2SL 


908 
9T8 
LLg 
9SOT 
€%9 


€¢8 
£08 
Z89 
vL6 
€%9 


9€0T 
€v9 
069 
€%9 
€%9 


€¢9 
ev9 
z69 
6b9 
yL9 


ad z 


0S 


SLIVLS UTYATs Wauw ana 


veo 
OS 


cvs 
78S 
86S 
T6% 
v6S 


OTS 
849 
TéS 
T68 
cvs 


€29 
0z9 
Szs 
c28 
62S 


99L 
O¢S 
Z8s 
SLY 
SLY 


zcOS 
foS 
TTS 
Lbs 
87S 


ad Tt 


aoWd 


ets 
6b 


6TS 
LSS 
PbS 
L8% 
06S 


909 
£60 
86h 
€S8 
6TS 


6T9 
9T9 
TSS 
L8L 
6TS 


T9L 
60% 
LSS 
tLe 
CLD 


66¥ 
6TS 
80S 
b¢tS 
pds 


ad 


sejTBnog ‘ueTsyd OSET 656 
B2ASTd O9E6T TT9T 

eueyods SZI SOTT 
ystuoyous ‘Buty 0602 6ELT 
etuewexys ‘“HAPTD ZLOT T6ET 
uozAsanyL LTBI YI8FT 
aTBbeys Z6ET LBET 

ZITTIMOD SOET 980T 

UTROCSW TEZT 668 

utTyuez_Z ‘uoRZUsg B8ZPT BOTT 
desatuy 9PLT S9bT 
wooqzeUuUM E€€ST 2ZLET 

JO seTQuNOD ud b ua € 
SS ROre SSE ETS oF See uojzuneys 


PAGS SSO SRS STTTASUTIIEN 


© Sete Css 3 65 596 FS Sree 
Ne A de E81 5 erzodug 
svccesss*Eato G8204 GOAZTIO 
BSS SS, SRS REA ee ee 2 Bi See 


ee ee 


** *pueTeiz0uqseMm 


* *uoqdureyyznos 
"+ *qyeopueueys 
** + aBptaqyooy 
*yoouueyeddey 
teers ee eyorzqeg 


. 
. 


vs eee ee * Se Bre zTO 
* pueTzequny3I0N 
"11+ **xX9S8TPPTW 
roseees eu SDE 
rere eye 


***+e@Bz0e5 Buty 
RRR SS» eae 
****aTTTaAsusery 
eee RS ee eS OT 
os ss SyOBTEeNO TA 


+ +++ aqq0TazeD 
‘+++ sureybutTyong 
‘ss * *yOTMSUNIg 


sete e seers suqeg 
secre + Kueybettw 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


cOL 
€60T 
eLL 
O8TT 
b6 
9Z0T 
886 
LeL 
S69 
628 
OZOT 
8b6 


ad Z 


ONISNOH ONILSIXE 


t9s 
6€8 
TLS 
656 
€6L 
ses 
Sel 
66S 
BES 
8b9 
BLL 
Ted 


ad 


ZOPT 
LTOT 
e8Ttt 


LLOT 
c80T 
e8tt 
LTOT 
ST6 


786 
€eoT 
9b2T 
9tOT 
TL8 


SPOT 
80ET 
LS6 
976 
OTST 


TS6 
698 
6e€TT 
veET 
SZLT 


T60T 
6S8 

€eOT 
cOT 
PsTT 


ad 7 


esp 
689 
LO 
TT8 
789 
69L 
T99 
09% 
Str 
99S 
409 
SEs 


ud 


LSOT 
TO8 
£%8 


vOOT 
€66 
€b8 
TO8 
€T8 


Tos 
788 
SPTT 
866 
eTs 


THOT 
896 
LL8 
€98 
€60T 


8r6 
028 
608 
T80T 
Stet 


OL8 
TO8 
TO8 
LSOT 
876 


ud € 


Tos 
€b9 
LLS 


908 
vL9 
LL9 
e379 
€¢9 


€b9 
€v9 
LLL 
SEL 
cs9 


LSL 
LLL 
$99 
€69 
8L8 


£¢9 
£b9 
€v9 
898 
vL6 


£v9 
€v9 
€%9 
TOs 
SbL 


ad c 


Yoda SINTY LAWAWN YIwa 


peg 
cb 
TLS 


OT9 
87S 
T“s 
ces 
Zvs 


cPS 
cbs 
PLS 
98S 
OFS 


8e9 
PLS 
09S 
ets 
69 


cbs 
TOS 
fbS 
cEL 
6SL 


ces 
cbs 
fbS 
beg 
829 


ad 


“WSW WM-adoO 


. 


"cs" ""WSH YM 


ets 
6TS 
865 


909 
bts 
86% 
6TS 
6TS 


6TS 
6TS 
OLS 
c8S 
Les 


cT9 
OLS 
9€S 
60S 
S%9 


6TS 
86h 
6TS 
€€9 
6LS 


6TS 
6TS 
6TS 
€TS 
c09 


ad 


oe 


“""“WSW WM 


“"* *"WaWH WM 


‘sayo euemM 3ZSeR_-ssyojeusm 
tee eee eee eee eee eee ewan WM 
RSS SAE SS REEDED SRY SOLS S082 WM ‘sueyods 
“ONASTTEG-ST33e9S 


‘PWUODP Ls 


OLOQSTTTH-rtSeanoouw, -puetz10g 
ee ee a ‘etdwito 


“sa qzooeuYy-uUuoUTSsA yUNOW 


SES SIS SS: SIMS COR Se WM ‘moatTABuoT 


tte e eee eee ee eeu wM-aT 
‘puelTUoOty-ooseg -HYOTMSuUSY 
‘OTePASAT TITS -uojrASswueIg 
settee sees eyo uM 


“WSW WM 
“*"""WSW WM 


‘UOASTMST 


‘weySut{t[ed 


SWaaW ANA NWLITOGOXLAN 


ste OES £0 SO OS 


NOLONIHSYWM 


*AQTO ozoqssaudéeny 
©2 0? S959 BOGION 
**AQTD woyHutxeyT 


°° °AQTO uTTyuerg 
*:AQTD. uoqgButaop 


(teesssesses es Seep Seer, Song 


cee we mw ww ee eee 


eee meer eee er enne 


Tie © Serere oh 0 9S eerERS 
ROE Se OE LT eRee ee, 


oF SP See eee ee aes 
$29 95s 2 «se Regen ys 
eee ++++puompoty 
***pazempA eoutsdg 
oe ee SS 49's ss ae 


sseeses + KOMOQION 
** ++ *uoQdureyqI0N 
se *HanqueTyoon 
sccee ss BanqueunT 
see + zaqseoueT 


cette ee *pueTyStH 
teeeeee se xegTTeH 
Sasha eee eS Arey 
tee eeeeeesyassa 
ttress+szededtnp 


ee ecese**TTerzED 
cvceees sceURPyoONE 
Cees eee oe ee MTD EY 
cc eeee ss SER eNnsny 
sere ees syoOReUODOY 


SAHILNNOD NVLITOdOULANNON 


penut3uoo WINISUIA 


Teutda STO? A - 


@ FNAGyHOS 


59843 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014 / Notices 





9eTT 
SS6 


6S6 
O€OT 
ST6 
988 
LL8 


ess 
OLTT 
8€6 
€06 
S98 


ad b 


L62T 


zZSOoTt 
ZOET 
002T 
O6TT 
660T 


60bT 
TOPT 
TEtt 
cSOT 
802T 


ud F 


076 
€¢8 


9€8 
ZBL 
ZT6 
L6L 
LT8 


€T8 
788 
LZ8 
e8L 
c8L 


ae ¢€ 


S80T 


TO8 
982T 
LZ0T 
98TT 
TS6 


So2T 
6€ET 
8T6 
L¥6 
coer 


ud ¢ 


L¢9 
LL9 


879 
829 
829 
829 
929 


8z9 
80L 
799 
8729 
879 


ud 2 


9tL 


€b9 
vL6 
LOL 
9L8 
b2L 


8Ts 
606 
6L9 
€%9 
ses 


ud Zz 


TS 


8TS Sts eevee ESE SESE US Cae Oe TL a ee 
005 L6% weet eee eee eeee reese + + gequoyesog 
O€S 6 wee ee eee eee eee eeeeeee + © SeTONOTN 
LZS PLE ree i ida I ea di hc hed Oo 
8Lb SLB wee eee eee e eter eee ee eee s TOs EH 
Ocs LOS wee ee ee cece eee e eee ee TT EMOgON 
S8h 28h wet e eee tener eee crete eee e semaq 
26h CGB wee e eee eee eee eeeeeees syosTazeH 
L6S 96% wt tee eee eee eeeeeeees + zaqzqueer9 
— ozs wee ee eee e eee e ee eee eee es zomTTD 
POD L9P eee SUCH CE UEC CSE SSeS ED Cappoa 
9h «6 GE eee cece eee eseeeeeoesess eQaEsE 
ud tT ud o SHIINOOD NWLITOdOULSEWNON 
eatysdueH O6€T PITT 

OTYO ‘TTVUSIEN LPB pts 

yooouey ‘@yYOOIG LOOT 618 

POOM ‘32TM ‘SqUeSeeTd 8F6 798 

uojseid ‘ettTebuouoW GZOT FTOT 

uebaoq ‘AeTexreG OSOT STOT 

uosrsFFOL E9TT 92TT 

eukem ‘TTSEGeD GEOT €F8 

TelISsuTW L166 SL8 

weujng ‘ujTooutTy ‘eymeuey ‘APTD F90T 06 

eauccog 9£€6 ZBL 

HLWLS UTYURTM WHAW YWA FO soetqyuNoD Ad & AA E 


Z9SG 


SLY 
POL 
6T9 
L¥9 
€bs 


S09 
969 
tts 
cvs 
6T9 


ud T 


aLVLS 


aovd 


S9F 


6T 
6SL 
9S% 
eZ 
6S% 


8rS 
PLS 
18th 
99% 
40S 


ud 0 


uty TM 


Wauw 


ote e eee eee eee ee s+ sp TOM 


wee e cece eeeeeees sumyeTyEM 
ooo ceceeeeecceeoseouEnn tes 
bee eee eee eeeeeeeessorgroed 
eee eee e reece ce eeeess spOgEE 
settee etree eee eres es semad 


CS EOE EG LOSS EY SC ae a ee 
ESS SS OE LOE Se RN Oe OT 
SESE e ewe ese oe ee ee 
CUT eS ee ees SS See 
SS SIRO © See tes Re 


SHILNNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 


eUTyeA OFZT LZOT 


UWA FO SOTRUNOD Ad b AME 


6T8 
pes 
9S9 
cv9 
eSL 
98L 
5S8 
8e9 
€v9 
PTL 
829 


ad 


69L 


aac aetrt 


SONISNOH ONILSIXY WYOdA SLINAY LAMAWN AIWA 


786 
676 


988 
€%8 
980T 
268 
PIOT 


986 
S6TT 
TL8 
988 
906 


ad F% 


€€9 
60S 
€eS 
T6% 
veg 
c6S 
TE9 
6TS 
cvs 
66S 
99% 


ad 


S62T 


T8STT 
T2TtT 
T8TT 
698 

OSOT 


909T 
SOOT 
SPOT 
cLOT 
ZSOT 


ud F 


L6S 


ST6 
S26 


e8L 
98L 
Z80T 
688 
y08 


TL8 
Ts 
Tvs 
ZBL 
928 


aad ¢€ 


oss 
T8Fh 
c9F 
9S 
L09 
LTS 
96S 
OBE 
6Sb 
ees 
€9b 


ad 0 


996 


c£6 
T06 
848 
TO8 
TS8 


O€TT 
fL6 
TO08 
Ov6 
868 
wad ¢€ 
067 


ad 0 


Sta 
829 


8c9 
tes 
BEL 
829 
829 


669 
SL9 
8c9 
8729 
€99 


ud Zz 


EEL 


L939 
S89 
L499 
tvs 
089 


L406 
T89 
€¢9 
$S9 
evs 


aad 2 


8S 
O€s 


o€s 
€6P 
£09 
O€sS 
vod 


6TS 
66% 
98h 
ces 
06% 


ud Tt 


sete ee eee eee eee ewoM AM-WA 
see eee tee ee eee ees eyoH HO-AM 
eee” SSR ARKO 


ySS 
T6% 


T6h 
064 
96S 
40S 
T9F 


9TS 
96% 
9EF 
T6 
cSt 


ud 0 


CSET GE Te SS OO ee eS ee Cee 
TUCUCVECCCC CUES E VS CUS SHEE Lee 
co eee eee rere eee eee eee ees *ROTT0N 


CRCEVESEV OVE COTES Se Cae 
Nee ee Oe eee ee eS eS” ee 
TRAV EOSS PSOE ESS Se eee 
Oe ee Oe ee Oe a ee 


SS CS 9 Oe Se Oe See OOS On tw 
eee Cie eee rues eee ee 


FTECCOEVV TCE RO SEC HVE S86 + OBR ORG 
Se See See ree Oo Se ae 
SOUS WOES See Se Se See eee 


SSILNNOD NVLITOdOULANNON 


*ZSQSSYyoOuUTM 
‘Hut TSseum 
‘UOQVITOM-STTTAuUSeqnsys 


“WSW HO-AM ‘BeuUeTA-eR3aTIeW-H5anqsrzsyzeg 


tee eee eee eee eee eeu AM 


“umoRqUueBiIoOW 


+e Cee CCH eC oC Cee Cw AM “bangecracen 


OFS LLO 
€6% 06% 
90S 80F 
StS 08h 
SLE 61? 
PLS €bF 
OL9 O%S 
Les psd 
fbSG 61h 
v8P LtP 
cbS 6TP 
wad tT wad Oo 


cesses swanH AM ‘AQuNOD uoszsezzer 
“WSW HO-AM-AM ‘pueTYysY-uoISutTqunH 
Pe ee oe AM~ANW ‘pueTrzsqun) 
nee aye oe AM ‘uozseTazeyD 
LON S ee ee eee AM ‘Xjunoo euceog 


SWHaW YWs NWLITOdOXLaN 
WINISYIA LSM 


tence reece eee eeee ss prTEM BPTTOM 


TRUSS ECVE SVE OCCU V GTEC VSS RURAL 
cee cceseeeevess esse sarrTTeig pued 
CMEC CES SST SINUS 6 ESE S Se COOGEE 


a i Indl Bt ied SR Sia i eI yo 
CEL CESSES YS SEES ESS MSS eS Le 


OES OS SON OL See ee 
EEE EES UE 8 OU NEE SE Oe skeay 


Sete eee eee eres eee eee ss prarzreg 
tee ee eee e cece eeeee s+ sprqumqoo 


Settee reece eee eee e eee eee es = surepy 
SHILINNOD NWLITOdOULANNON 
sore eeee es ewoM WM /eUTHeR 
SWHaW UWA NWLITOGOULAN 

penutzuos NOLONIHSYM 


Teutd GtToO%@ Ad - @ AINGAHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59844 





TS6 
060T 
£68 
796 
ESCE 


cvTT 
798 
6€TT 
966 
688 


406 
276 
TS6 
006 
6S8 


ud 7 


ettt 
S8 
6€8 
€26 
626 


ad 7 


86 
996 
9€8 
T08 
bZ0T 


L06 
£08 
6L8 
8T8 
Tos 


068 
S08 
896 
968 
678 


wade 


c8L 
96L 
c8L 
026 
Sé6 


ude 


€%9 ZPS 80% SSE RSA SR eS SS WES SS ek SiS OE 
6TL 8€$ 82> eee ceeee ee ceeenececesees +s @QsuO 
TL9 96% 66€ SECMHEGECED SOC E TES 6S CER eee 
€’9 28h 62% SESS SIE © SRE SES YS See: tt. ee ee 
S69 €vS ZLY SELLE LS SE SDS OS RSS eT. OO 
St9 686 Ebb Pete ore eaatanee ser tes wees o°* Re SEP 
Sb9 LL} BE SAG SS PRS EIES SNES aE ‘+s ssmosyoer 
669 66% 80% oo eee cece eee eceeeees soured weeZD 
ho 68h bP wee e eee e cece cece eeeeeeeessaupey 
€9 L8% = 80% SE NEIG DSCNS: BIE SUE PS SIRES eG SCL Rat 
6L9 LSS PO PErererrererrrrrerrerer eres 
$9 SLP 2L> wee eee cece nsec tense eee esp z6zmery 
€v9 tS 80% eek oa a eC **qQeuang 
€v9 ZeSSsCédESEE SSRI IA PSP NGIENE BSE IIS ST OTR. FBS oe OTR ea Peek 
€99 tos 60% °°°*° OF ERTS MBSE SiS iOS SONG Se ha ene Ree 
aq z suat uao SSLINQOD NWLITOdOULSWNON 

UoyReIeWH GEOT 656 

uebkoqeyus 76 906 
eutToey OZOT TOOT 

oBeqauutm gZTT 988 

©3U0D0 26 616 
XTOID “3S ‘80AeTA 9G9T EOHT 
eyssynem ‘uoqbutysem ‘saynezo ‘QoyNemT th SECT EP tt 
eued 9ZbT O082T 
essorip el ZEZT ZTOT 

eysousy g9ET 90ET 

MOM 600T 256 

eMOT g00T 916 
SSsuNeMSyY ‘UMOIG S9O0TT LLOT 

oeT np puog LSTII 196 
eilteTD neg ‘emeddtyd TPIT TOTT 

set6noq 960T 786 
etqumtod TZIt €SO0T 
Sstweheyno ‘JoumMTeD O8OT OZOT 
GLVLS UTYRIM WAUYW UWA JO SeTQUNOD Yd F UGE 
829 96% T6h TPL SHER SSR SPSS Set ee FF 8 Ao err eas 
6€9 SES 00S SBT ALaARi gE eS RAEN AS SAS RS SSDS EPS 2334sqom 
829 LTS l6d Pe ER ROR TO ORS 8 0w RR EA RRO 8 RoR eee aan 
Te9 62S OS? PRES RRS RR AER R SHR RRS e OR RS Oe ene ea 
879 ~= OES v0P PRCA SE SCANS BNE eR Ree Bae crrec cs BueOY 
uqz uadat iuqgo SHILNNOD NWLIIOdOULENNON 

7G «wOWd 


6L9 
069 
€9L 
S99 
€¢9 
966 
968 
876 
82L 
668 
Sse 
vSL 
bSL 
€SL 
8bL 
SSL 
SPL 
z69 


ud 


ONISNOH ONILSIXE YOd SLNAY LENAWN AIWA 


bS2T 
6S8 
O90T 
SSOT 
0%6 


LvcT 
6eTT 
€€6 
68 
SL8 


866 
6S8 
896 
660T 
SOOT 


ud + 


Tes 
9SS 
s9s 
a 
6TS 
96L 
ete 
994 
cbs 
TOL 
ZLS 
Lss 
69S 
b9S 
p8s 
PLS 
TSS 
8s 


ud 


eTTttT 
888 
Spot 
6€8 
T68 


ad 


976 
TO8 
e726 
8r6 
S48 


STITT 
9L8 
998 
6€8 
978 


€S6 
TO08 
068 
958 
TL8 


ae tf 


TOS 
894 
tgs 
PLE 
897 
Tr9 
64S 
079 
cep 
L8S 
6b 
0cS 
89b 
cSt 
cos 
8Lb 
667 
eth 


ud 


S26 
S78 
S76 
Sz8 
888 


ad ¢€ 


8024 
€b9 
€b9 
£79 
€¢9 


678 
€¢9 
489 
€¢9 
S59 


LeL 
€b9 
SL9 
S89 
€¢9 


8z9 
0€e9 
829 
879 
8c9 


ad 2 


Szs 
SLP 
L6% 
SLY 
€6h 


ceg 
SLY 
80S 
SLY 
v8P 


69S 
SLD 
66% 
OES 
cbs 


“WSW 


ce ee 
ce ee 
ee ee 


86h 
L8P 
O€s 
SOS 
0eS 


ad Tt 


iss occcte sree e eee ee eee eee ess pprtaug 
80F tree sere eee eeeeeceee e+ sggutTmOUSH 
€6h eee ee ee ee eq3euTIeEN 
80h ccccte rete eee eee ee ee e+ sypoouTT 
807% LESS CELT HESS ES OES S68 eee ey 
€6P Settee eee eeeeeeeeee+ + suoszazzjap 
Ese See eee ee eee ee eee eee euogy 
9€F aR aie wal enw dvela6 tee e eee eee sugary 
80b tee eee eee eee eee eres eagazog 
2tP a csc. 
PdD eoeeee SSS RISES SOs Rk EV atin: eS Pe eee 
88E Dette eee eee ee eee eee ee ey zeta 
96h cc°t° sete teres ee eeee ess soreggng 
eS GS rin nae oe Me SIA o we or Uuorzeg 
80F ete eee eee eee eee eee eee +++ surepy 
aq o SHILNNOD NVLITOdOaLSNNON 
ew Sse sete cece eee eeeeessyoW TM ‘nesnem 
ee + 9 6:0) S) 6 Nie IM ‘uebAogeys 
Dette rece eee cere eeeeesswom IM ‘euToey 


IM-NW 
“WSW IM 


T6P 
y8P 
T6% 
T6% 
T6d 


ad 


teteeeeeeeeewon IM ‘WeueeN-dsoXTsO 

‘Xqunop o7u0d0 
*As-strTodesuutHW 
“STLTIW 3S9mM-eYSeyNeM-soyNeMTIWs 
UN eyes cress s ss WaWH IM ‘UOSTpeN 
Pe ae rave, Fre WSW NW-IM ‘eSsoOlD eT 
scccrseesssswaWH IM ‘AQunoD eysousy 
2 51S 18"9) $08 5) SSR Se ee IM 7aTTTaseuep 
Foe en ey ccc cs oWaWH IM ‘AQunoD eMor 
‘keq usery 
set eeeeeeeeee+seyow IM ‘oeqd np puog 
tte eeeeeeeeeeeeewow IM ‘aaTeTO neg 
Sees gece es ssi or es See TMeNW (ARPT 
Pairs ey ***WIWH Im ‘AQunoD etqumtod 
P18 OOS ONE 9S ORES E88 neeee IM ‘uoqetddy 


‘uo qburmootg- [ned 


SWSuaV YUNA NYLITOPOeLan 


NISNODSIM 


SAS SDR ES: SAS 8 SR S88 R RRR SO) SSO SR AE, 
LSS PRA ORR ERD RR WS 08 e889 
SOS RSE Bee 18) POR RR eRe eon ee PRR nea ee ae 
P12 OOO RAS OO 8 BC SM © S08 © 90) 9 0 genre 
RIP RR RT GOR SR a RR RR OFS" Tis RTOS 


0 SAHILNNOD NWLITOdOULSINNON 


penutzuods WINISYIA LSamM 


Teutda STOz% Ad - @ AINAAHOS 


59845 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


OzuseroT ues ‘Oqeand ‘eaptd ‘Asked ‘senbed 06 66L 
SeTTtpeazaqans 
‘STAODOIO ‘oqeuneN ‘SeTeTD ‘sejtnbuezazeg ‘oqtuodqtw OLS 61S 
OCTTt3eH ‘Anured ‘oqtToeriy 099 L¥9 
ueTtyseqss ues 
‘uoouty ‘Boom ‘SsaeT ‘eTaqesr ‘ooseuy ‘ertTtpenhSw ‘epenBy gz €89 
SLWLS UTYITM WHUYWY UWA FO SetQuNOD UA ud € 
Se >) Ut Wc Get Ge O SSILNNOD NWLITOdOULAINNON 


960L tTTé €%9 ZeS 26h eee ees eres eseceseses 
SGST GEST ITLL Te6 pLL 


TSTT LLTT G08 6L9 st9 Da ra eee rig, ye eg KG 
186 868 €%9 ZeS 26h CCFC HCO HOS eR EH eS 
$IOT 006 €%9 ZbS Z6% TEC ee reer eer ee 
O90T 686 TLS 6S €TS Pe MRSS ey ee eT eT 
888 S88 €b9 BLY SLY Pe a Ey res RA 
tSct TSOL tle TO9 SbS PES MSE PAIS WORSE na cr 
SOOT 806 6L9 cos 869 ere ie, ota BIR eRe EEN 
726 TO06 €79 SLY cLY Pe Hoe Ee ae a Bea 


aayvp @qeet atc dat deo 


"OTHeYSeM 


“*83399eTqns 
"ss "9939eTd 
**PIPIQGOTN 


***uosuyor 
*** *waysoy 
+++ *yo0m5 
+++ *uoqre5 
*suzog Btq 


SAHILNQNOD NWVLITOdOXULANNON 


eTwereT ~Z8ZT F60T 

eBuorZeN GZET STITT 

HIWLS UTYITM WHYW UNA JO SeTIUNOD ud > UG EC 

$98 S%8 L469 8Lb SLb REL ESN SPER OES SSS SO 

896 126 O0L O25 bb CERAM GR ee eee PCN) ene 

ee ee, ee ENT ORES EKER ASE NT EES SeTTA 

8hOT 698 €69 SLb 9TF Eonar ree rent "rtts+sneetTesduery 

OZOT 988 €69 SLb Lb eae Reta Cee eh es ee 

OZOT 9S6 €9L zes Gzs Re ee ee ge eka ee et oe ee eee 

S90T TES €69 E29 T9t bidabicnbiiebbaitecthits: 

@26 0 @PB | 9L9 0S = SOF EP teen meres "rrr @Beqzog 

wap ude waz UAT wd 0 SAIINQOD NVLI'1OdOuLSWNON 
€g wOVd 


Oss 


O?F 
83h 


O€s 


ug 


86L 
£82 


ud 


ecb 


OSE 
O6E 


evP 


ud 


€Sst 


ad 


6TOT 


TOTT 
e0gT 
bSPbT 
6€TT 
660T 


6eTT 
TL6 
LL6 
T2CT 
SSTT 


ud > 


06S 
ZLS 


ad 


€S6 
T88 
e277 
6S8 


6S8 
6S8 
TTT 
T86 
$96 


ud 


STP 


PTE 
OLE 


A 


ud 


OSST 


wd € 


ces 


£76 
Lett 
€ZoT 
816 
S60T 


856 
£96 
pL6 
tStt 
680T 


ade 


6TS 
00s 


ud 


T98 
€S8 
€6TT 
6T8 


TOs 
TOs 
bS8 
TO8 
L956 


ad ¢€ 


P9OT 


ad z 


899 


099 
S06 
T28 
€¢9 
€rL 


£¢9 
etl 
‘eg 
yT6 
T9L 


ad c 


€b9 
€b9 
8E8 
£79 


£9 
£79 
br9 
€F9 
ToL 


ad ¢ 


““WAWH Ud 


‘ss * +e won Ya 


TL8 


ad 


6TS 


96% 
699 
c99 
60S 
eT9 


ZS 
9%S 
68h 
62L 
06S 


ad tT 


96% 
18 
ces 
SLY 


SLY 
cvs 
9LFP 
GLE 
Sts 


aa 1 


zTs 


ad 0 


TTS 


c6d 
09S 
879 
OS 
89S 


Z6h 
9TS 
S8F 
669 
335 


ad o 


62h 
LLY 
9LS 
80% 


ese 
80F 
€Lb 
80% 
62 


ud 0 


ee ee ae settee eee ee sour Ug 


‘senbed 


‘SP LTT peraqend-oq4tuoqty-seqtnbueszieg 
ES ar ee eee Se eee Moe eee ene eer ee Se 


oqtoeaw 


‘ueTQSeqsS ueS-eTeqeslT-eTTtpenby 


SWHUY UNA NVLITOdOULaAN 


oOorTa OLaand 


tte cee eee eeeeeeesspuetszr oTy TOR 


settee cece ee ee ee ee evo xM 


SHILNNOD NVLITOdOULSNNON 


WWND 


“uO0qSOM 


**equtThaA 


Zejzem{Asems 


‘+ +uepTazeys 


+++ yaeg 
uptoouty 


‘sSutads 20H 
‘+++ *Quowsag 
****aszreauoD 
"+" TTSeqdurep 
oes ** AECCTY 


teeter eee ee eee eee swan aM 


SSILNNOD NVLITOdOXLAWNON 


‘suush0y)D 


‘azedsep 


SWaaW AWA NWYLITOdOULaAW 


ONIWOAM 


**"—pOOM 
eoednem 


"* *UQAOMT OEM 
ee ee uourey 


cree 


*zr0TAeL 
*azsAmeg 
**+ysny 
* *s0TId 
“*"°xTOd 


SHILINNOD NVLITOdOXYLIWNON 


penutzUuos NISNODSIM 


ONISNOH ONIGSIXA WOd SLNAY LEMAWA YIWA LTeUTA STOZ Ad - 


@ SINGsHOS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59846 





yTOZ/772/60 


SYWI kere [Teus Buten xL ‘setTeqd BHButazes sywHa 93yq pue wer5org uotTqerysuouleg eezw TTeus |yq ut HBurqedtotqazed swua 


‘umpusppy @ STNpeyss wo punoy syWd Sy BSN TTTM 


> €S3ON 
‘oureu eeazW UWA SUR eArOzeq » ue Aq paeqQeotput ere SYWA SeTTARUSeOAeEd YING :ZeI0N 
“wooapeq eaqxs yoes AOZJ AWA YA F 9UQ OQ SST Butppe Aq peRZerNoTeod srze suq pF UeYQ ASsHzael sezts yrun AOF SUWA SUL +TSION 
Z9ET E0ET ZSO0T LTB $89 EONS PES SESSA 1S er0) 8 PURRSNS: © 2S OT Sete 
£OGT €OGT. 890% 2IG $eG or roseer ESS aneee ee "sscugor °35 980T 66 054 Le9 z09 SURE SPARSE ET EAT arte UES Se SEEN ea ee 
wap MAE AA Z BAT wa o SAILNQOD NVLIIOdOULAWNON wap wae waz wat wao SHILNQOD NWLIIOdOULENNON 
SANVISI NIOUIA 
ST9 L@S SOb LZE ee SMe Seip piniste ersmiet eR eee ees senbeta ST9 Bee. SO "eG Seige CURATION se fierei miei sasA sR iein simi errae oe openan 
ST9 L£@S SOb LZ2E 6TE PRES SS EPS PEGE SEAS: OSA S rae reese Rs ST9 L@S SOb LE 6TE PRE ERE EES OS oa oy oe eS 
Sts Les. ~-GOe -Z2£ee -67E. Shr eres LSS AEE A Se thee a oeoTaeN ST9 L@S SOb LZE ~~ 6TE SERRATE RSENS SSS ACES? ee Sey 
STs Lzs SOF LZé 6TE ee SEALS EN GSS OSS a ST9 LZs SO LZe 6TE PAPO OLS! SRO 8 S58 SR Ree Bhat 8 Xe ere eerie 
ST9 LEG «HOS. Eee cepe Seer heen ete eet oureoD Ges “BS: /GGG -“2ee “Bie © MP eh Sse ge sec/cicso ® sequn(py 
ud bp ude wd z= YT UG O SSIINNOD NYLITOdONLSNNON ud > Ud € watz watt ua o SHILNNOD NVLITOdOULSWNON 
oonex ‘sejTengeg ‘eT[Ttuedeny ‘eotuend Of4 095 Gia: - 56a. Mice” Res ae eee Se ae ee Sees POP RAR ISS ES aes “WSW Yd ‘oonez 
eoonqex ‘efeg eben ‘e3tw eben ‘O3Tw OTTTfnaL 
‘efeg POL ‘eITW BOL ‘uenp ues ‘apuery oTY ‘oqTCueIeN 
‘oqenBen ‘StTaozoM ‘TReUe_ ‘eZTOT ‘seapsetgd seq ‘soounp 
‘oepeumy ‘oqeudend ‘eptazoTa ‘operzoq ‘Tezoz0D ‘otxzseuM0D ‘oueqQeD 
‘eutToze) ‘seueaoue) ‘uowetkeg ‘ejeuctTecreg ‘seueng senByw S16 ots To9 Z0S Bie | RPP eee RCS PN See ae WAWH Yd ‘OqeudendS-uenr ues 
upuiey ues ‘epueip eueqes ‘sefeq ‘ofoy oqed 8TL 665 G2h PSE GEE ccrrrrr sss ss cece s ss oHSH Yd ‘Ofoed oqed-upuZEy ues 
PQTePLITA ‘s0u0g ‘zeta eueng rss PEL 90S Z2P OOF eee www wae SRA OER Se Se ee ee ee Ud ‘aou0g 
zonbexsen ‘sozonbtw10g 86L oc9 SLY 96E GLE Ce ee ee ee eee a Ud ‘zonbekey 
ONT) Seren Serre Chk0C|COC NERC CSTE COREE OSPR ER EO EO Oe e er ne re nate eee ress WSW dd ‘euedeny 
OTT Enbny ‘opaefeg ‘eqtead 0s8 Z6L0SGBS Rp Pir “SAS PRE Nee ARTE eet ON BR SAN SHREC EAE ALEC Eig WSW Ud ‘opzeleg 
SLVLS UTYRTM WHYW UWA FO SeTQUNOD Yd + YM € UTZ AA ud 0 SWHUW UNA NYLITOGOULEN 


$S doWd 


ONISNOH ONILSIXY WOT SLINSY LANAWW YIWA TeuUTA GTO? AA - 


penutyuos Oold OLwand 


@ @INGAHOS 


59847 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 








OTrT 
Q9bT 


OSST 
B67 
a9s6t 
Ge6T 
8672 


OZ6T 
O8ETt 
GEST 
OTET 
OvETt 


OSET 
8282 
BEST 
Q67T 
@EST 


@ZST 
QLzZ 
@S9T 
OTAT 
O79T 


@Z8T 
BCsTt 
@zST 
BEST 
8707 


@S6¢ 
@6ST 
Ovez 
eQtot 
8S9T 


4a 


OS2z 
OvsT 
asTtz 
OZ6T 
QSET 


4d ? 


VauV YWd 


OTZT 
OS2T 


OEET 
896T 
Q89T 
BEST 
Q96T 


Ov9T 
Q6TT 
OTET 
Oztt 
OSTtE 


B9TT 
OL<T 
OTEtE 
OTtt 
OTET 


B@ET 
@86T 
OevT 
OLbT 
Q6ET 


OT9Tt 
OTet 
GET 
OTET 
BELT 


@92T 
O9ET 
Oc6r 
O8EE 
QtrTt 


wa € 


OSb7 
OvVOT 
Qz6T 
Ott 
BOT? 


ud € 


OULIW 


0S6 
O86 


OveTt 
erst 
OcET 
O8cT 
Ovst 


Q67T 
BE6 
Qcet 
888 
8e6 


@T6 
O6ET 
BET 
O28 
BteT 


OZOT 
O6PT 
OTTE 
OSTT 
Q60T 


e97zT 
BEOT 
O2eT 
Of£et 
O9ET 


O8ET 
OLET 
OTSE 
O8eT 
Ottt 


ua Z 


@62T 
ee7T 
OOrTt 
eset 
@csTt 


ua Zz 


GNH XL “SVTIVG 3HL 


088 
8c8 


888 

Q8ET 
OLtt 
O8eT 
Q@ET 


Q60T 
O82 
628 
Ov. 
o92 


OL2 
OLTT 
828 
BEL 
0248 


898 
eget 
86 
846 
876 


O90T 
628 
898 
828 
OSTT 


B9STT 
806 
OL2T 
616 
Ove 


ua Tt 


O2eT 
O76 
OZ£8T 
696 
OLTT 


ug T 


OTZ 
OZ 


OL24 
OFIT 
O86 
@S6 
OrTT 


096 
869 
e92 
@s9 
829 


889 
BEOT 
O92 
@s9 
Q92 


B92 
QTTT 
8728 
QS8 
ets 


BPG 
E92 
esd 
O92 
OTT 


Bcet 
B62 
ezTt 
ee8 
az8 


ud 8 


OzTT 
esd 
088 
O82 
696 


ud 8 


ONV 


"" “Gored 
“**""“PO@EB9 


""*"%BE09 
Sece? 
“***T@ce9 
“***p6tes 
***"C6EO9 


°*"*EZtes 
****T2Zte9 
“"**39T@9 


“GSves 
"*"“PSTeS 
“***Tvtes 
"" " “Sete 
"" *“OCT@S 


“*** Petes 
*“***€6869 
“** "86009 
"66809 
"FEROS 


*** "39809 
“**"§9809 
“*" "95089 
“**"€7609 
ee SCCCS 


“+ **27gQ9 
** ++ 9T@Qa 


seb ee CeCe ws *-9Tee9 


tee nee 


“**"* 48889 


“+++ 69999 


Soepo) dIZ 


AUN} Yoo) ut 


“**"*ST806 
**@T8@6 
*** £6886 
“*" "48886 


Sapo) dIZ 


@@ST 
@EsTt 


Q68T 
OTZT 
eset 
Q68T 
BEvT 


QS9T 
Q99T 
OvrT 
@8ST 
BEST 


e6cT 
BEST 
@Z9T 
Q6rT 
8677 


@E6T 
8622 
QS8¢ 
Ovst 
@6sT 


QT8T 
GE6T 
O82T 
BEST 
QrLt 


@SET 
BEST 
@ZZLT 
eect 
OTST 


wa vp 


esTté 


8@LT 
BEST 
e98T 
8E8Z 
BE8T 


wav 


GeET 
QTET 


BZ9T 
BLvT 
@L9T 
@Z9T 
O7CT 


B@PrT 
QEVT 
OveL 
eset 
eTET 


OtTt 
OTET 
Q6ET 
@L7T 
896T 


@99T 
e96T 
Q9LT 
88ST 
@9ET 


e9ST 
@99T 
BEST 
OTET 
Q6rT 


BOTT 
OTET 
O8PrT 
OTET 
e9st 


ug € 
sapo) 
O76T 
@vST 
8977 
899T 
QT8T 
GEST 


Ya € 


BZOT 098 
BEOT O28 


B4z7T LOT 
OSTT 826 
BTEL BOTT 
@2zt O2eT 
896 §6eaT8 


BTIT eré 
BzIT Oré6 
@Z£6 8828 
690T 668 
BEeT O48 


6248 etZ 
BEBT O48 
B60T O76 
G8@T Ob8 
BYyST BET 


B@ET BOTT 
BrST BBET 
@8Et BOTT 
Bvzt BOSBE 
@ZOT 886 


@7ZT BERT 
@BET BOTT 
C@ZT OTeaT 
O£eT O28 
6ZTT 666 


6T6 O22 
BEOT O28 
@9TT 886 
@feT O28 
B@7T = BEeT 


¥ae@ wat 
dIZ 
B8rT B28T 
@@TT 98 
@S9T O27cE 
@TZT O€6 
OZET OTT 
@6TT OT6 


wae Yat 


-- 009 


e924 
892 


86 
8&8 
846 
ev6 
OTZ 


878 
@E8 
OZ 
Q64 
892 


@S9 
B92 
OTs 
ere 
Ovtt 


QL6 
QvLT 
OZeT 
O76 
B62 


OT6 
Q26 
868 
892 
628 


Q89 
e92 
298 
e924 
@T6 


ua @ 


fo ARuUNOD 


888 


ud @ 


COCR CEB OOSH 


ee 


Ajuno) satasuy so] ut sapo) giz -- yoeag B8uo07 40 ART) 3yR +0 


SLINVdTDILYVd NOILVULSNOWSG YO4 SLNIY LANYVW YIVA VAYV TIWWS STOZ Ad IVNIA - 


"ss" ""GOE89 
7" “eecee 


“"e""*TQ@Ea9 
Sopra “C8789 
eee“ SGtES 
vere’ *e6T9 
we “Faves 


“ZLTO9 
vee “69t89 
*S9T@9 
“€9T@9 
+6688 TQTEAG 


, 
. 
. 
. 
. 


. 
. 
. 
. 
. 


Hees ecTeg 
ne Sateo 
tee e TAQ 
eee’ GETe9 
vee’ L6tes 


+8 egTag 
“T6609 
“68809 
“*""""9L809 
*Q@£889 


. 
. 
‘ 
. 
. 


- 
* 
. 
- 
. 


LISS 
“Z9009 
es 66999 
+++ 67999 
*SZ809 


- 
. 
. 
. 
. 


. 
. 
‘ 
. 
. 


“81809 
“TT809 
“7 "" "88809 
“77 *" "98009 
“veee9 


. 
. 
’ 
. 
. 


sopo} diz 


AjTuouyny SuTsnoH ayi 


0 CCCCO 


rr’ €TSO6 


s+ 55+ 99906 


“*""" "98886 
"=" ""*7@806 


sets 79996 


sepo) diz 


AAuoyyny BuTsnoy syL 


wnpueppy g@ 3ING3SHIS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59848 


O79T 
OEPrT 
OZET 


O8ST 
8e8T 
OTrt 
O6ST 
OLbT 


8707 
Q6ST 
87202 
887zT 
B62 


8677 
8677 
GEST 
e9rT 
QZ9OT 


QE8T 
BEbT 
O8ZLT 
@cET 
@SST 


OZET 
OLZET 
O89T 
eesT 
8627 


@8ST 
8eST 
@8ET 
OLET 
OLVT 


QTrT 
OLET 
OrrT 
@S6T 
Q6rT 


QS9OT 
OEST 
BEvT 


ua 


Vauv yw 


O6ET 
O22E 
OZTT 


OSET 
OPst 
OTcL 
O9ET 
Q9ZE 


BELT 
O9ET 
BELT 
BOTT 
Q96E 


B96T 
O96T 
OTET 
QS2zT 
O6ET 


OLST 
OeeT 
BEST 
GET 
BEET 


OETT 
OLTT 
Ovrt 
862T 
Q96T 


OSET 
8672T 
GET 
OLTT 
Q9ZT 


OTZE 
@ZTT 
OvcL 
B89T 
OLeL 


OCVE 
OTEE 
@72T 


ud € 


OWLSW 


Q68T 
096 
876 


QS9OT 
OTcE 
856 
OLE 
Q66 


O9ETt 
OLOT 
@SET 
698 

OVSEt 


Ovst 
erst 
GEOT 
O86 

@68T 


OE2t 
@96 
Q@¢T 
068 
Overt 


Q68 
876 
OETE 
eTeTt 
Ovst 


O90T 
OTT 
@f6 
876 
Q66 


O56 
O26 
O46 
OEE 
BOOT 


@TTT 
Oot 
@96 


ua ¢ 


876 
OTs 
682 


868 
O2BT 
808 
006 
Ovs 


@STT 
086 
asTt 
Bez 
BET 


BGET 
B8ET 
828 
8E8 
876 


Ovet 
eT8 
BTeT 
@SZ 
888 


OSZ 
O82 
656 
858 
QGET 


668 
@S8 
O82 
O82 
ers 


808 
O82 
828 
OLrT 
Qv8 


ev6E 
028 
6T38 


ya T 


eT8 
eTtZ 
889 


862 
886 
OtZ 
O64 
ere 


OTOT 
e62 
OLeL 
e799 
OvIT 


OrtT 
OrTT 
aod 
eeZ 
eTs 


@T6 
OTZ 
068 
e399 
QLL 


@99 
@89 
evs 
Os/ 
OrTT 


862 
Qsz 
869 
889 
Ove 


eTZ 
889 
Bcd 
886 
OP. 


O78 
O92 
OTz 


ya @ 


panutjuo>d AjZunoD yoo) UT 


oe SESEF 
*”*“6C989 
*** "972969 


“"" "$7999 
re CESOS 
“**"@7989 
“"*"8T999 
oe" OES8S 


7" ¥tS69 
“""*CE9G9 
“** *@E9@9 
*** "36909 
“** "98989 


++ *pe9e9 
“** "7909 
~" "“SSSe9 
“**"peSe9S 
****9fS509 


“"**FES09 
“**"*T@9e89 
“"* "£80709 
“"" "98789 
“"** LER89 


“"" *S Eves 
oS" 6LyOS 
“** "69709 
7 ' OSr09 
"**"p9ve@9o 


“*"*?97e9 
6S 709 
** ESVOD 
“** "49709 
7“ eS70 


“"*"Gp7e9 
****6€7@9 
""" "GEES 
“*""82Peo 
"=? *Sevoo 


+ ET PaO 
“"""?T#E9 
“""* 686789 


Sapo) diz 


O7@ST 
89ST 
@ZST 


OTEt 
OTvt 
QSET 
OvEeTt 
OLvT 


@8ZT 
8672 
OvET 
QET? 
8677 


8622 
8677 
GOVT 
@69T 
e6PT 


Oc9T 
BEST 
BEvT 
8672 
eter 


BL77 
Ocort 
8677 
Q@ST 
8627 


GEST 
G@ST 
@S6 

BEST 
G6bT 


806T 
BEVT 
@S6t 
@SST 
8622 


OTrT 
Q9PT 
Otet 


ya v 


BET 
OvET 
QOET 


OCT 
eter 
B9TT 
OSTT 
Q92T 


BEST 
Q96T 
QSTT 
BZ8T 
Q96T 


B96T 
Q96T 
GOTT 
@SrTt 
OL7T 


86ET 
OtET 
acer 
Q96T 
@2TL 


@S6T 
86eT 
B96T 
GET 
Q96T 


OTEr 
862T 
828 

OtET 
BL7T 


QE9T 
8@7T 
Q@L9T 
BEET 
8961 


QT2T 
es2T 
O2TT 


yd € 


sapop 


BOT 
@SOT 
OZOT 


888 
@S6 
@T6 
806 
@66 


eecT 
@vST 
666 

BEvT 
erst 


erst 
evsTt 
QE 

@vIt 
G00T 


G68T 
BEOT 
896 
OrsTt 
888 


BEST 
@6eT 
BST 
OZ7OT 
BVST 


BEOT 
BTe@T 
879 

BEOT 
GOT 


B82T 
696 

BLET 
OveT 
erst 


@S6 
@86 
688 


ua ¢ 


@98 
068 
898 


Ove 
908 
OL2 
@9Z 
8s 


@TaT 
OGET 
@92 

Ot2t 
QBET 


BBET 
BBET 
862 
Q96 
8vs8 


Q26 
828 
ets 
@GET 
ord 


862T 
O26 
QOET 
698 
OBET 


828 
0S8 
evs 
O28 
avg 


886T 
ets 
GOTT 
688 
G@ET 


008 
Qf8 
ere 


aa T 


O94 
@8Z 
e92 


@S9 
eTZ 
e89 
629 
eve 


868 
OvTt 
@L9 
e98T 
OVTT 


OVv—IT 
Qvtt 
Bez 
658 
ere 


ets 
aod 
OTe 
QVIt 
@S9 


OvTT 
ets 
OvtTt 
Q9Z£ 
QvTT 


B94 
QSL 
esr 
O94 
eve 


QS6 
eTZ 
Q46 
OLZ 
Ort 


OTL 
@EL 
@S9 


4a @ 


dIZ -- 400) 40 Ajuno) ay} 40 


GNH XL “SVTIVG 3HL GNV SLNVdIDILYVd NOILVYLSNOWSG YO4 SLNIY LIXYWW YIV4 VAY TIWWS STOZ Ad IWNI4 - 


raeeeeee es peggag 
pre asetiire +++ 97999 
itt eeeee ss ezaggq 
trreress ss 67999 
teste eee est 7999 
Hite eee eee SET Qgg 
teseeeseee Tagg 
rr teeeeess set Qgg 
ete eesees set agg 
thet e sees TT QQ9 
Leet eee 69999 
thee eee eee 19999 
trees seers + cQggg 
Lette eee ee se gggg 
tr eeseeeee Tt g9qgg 
reese es gpegg 
tre eeeee ee sy 76g 
rites eres sezcgg 
ett eeeeessetegg 
Pe eereeeeeseenag 
titeresr es 7 epag 
te etseeees gy pag 
i tteeeees gy pag 
terete ee eter pag 
iret reeset pag 
reese reese ropag 
Sennett congg 
ar ne "7" * €97O9 
ese eeeee eT opgg 
te eteeee ee gcpag 
tite reese sgcpag 
ite e trees pepag 
tie teeeeesszepgg 
Dette tests eppag 
Fetes geHag 
ee wee *"6¢ba9 
titer eeees gz pgg 
tite eeee ees 77 pga 
et eteee ss et Hag 
reese eee sett pag 
rie teee ees sQapag 

Sopo) dIZ 


Aytuoyyny sutsnoy aut 


wnpueppy @ 3JING3SHIS 


59849 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





OSvz 
OTEZ 
Q9EZ 
O77 


Bc? 
OL87 
OvzZ 
ev9T 
O287 


@897 
QSEZ 
BEEE 
B87e~ 
Q9ET 


OSZE 
@267 
OLSZ 
OBEEE 
@tEE 


4a 7 


82ST 


OTEt 
@@ST 
OErT 
BEST 
BL2Z 


@SST 
QZ9T 
8672 
OZ9T 
eret 


O6dT 
BerT 
@LLT 
OLET 
OTrT 


8eST 
O8eT 


4a 


VauV wd 


Q887 
@96T 
8867 
0962 


868T 
BET 
BEET 
OvzT 
BEb~ 


O827 
8887 
8287 
QVv6T 
8887 


Q947 
OcSsc 
Q6TZ 
O78Z 
O78Z 


yd € 


Q@ET 


Octt 
862T 
Bz2T 
OTET 
OS6T 


BEET 
@6ET 
O96T 
O6ET 
OsTtT 


OZ£2T 
B@CT 
Best 
OLTT 
OT?T 


Q67TE 
O6IT 


ya € 


OYLIW 


Q@9T OSET e67T Pees eee eee eee e reenter ee rgege Q9EZ GOAT OYSE OMET ObZT cocci ttt ttt ttt t tte ee eggcat 
@ISt @£ZT ezzT vive weed #5 bee hice bees scccgt @OLZ OBL OLbL OGIL ObIT cocci ttt ts zecer 
QvSE @GEL ePzt beeen eee ee eee ee ee eee eee eet ecgT Q/0Z GOLL OSEL OPTT OGBT “cccrt ct ttt ttt ttt acct 
@8ST FEL eRZT eee er cr QS92 OS7Z BELT OOPT BOT crete titer ttt eee e es gpcgy 
@SvYL @zZI @LIT Sete e ere eee eee ee eee e eee peg OI9Z @LZZ BOLT CEPT BLEL crcc ttt tte gycgr 
@/8E 8S IST weer e eee eee ee eee e eee ete pegy Q9EZ BOQZ BEST @BEL ByzT ccccce cts ete ett gpceT 
Q6ZE BIST @SPT Pte tee eee teen ee eee eee ee se egecgy OTS @£ST @8IT ee@eT es6 weet e eet ee eee eee eee e eens yecgy 
@tZT OSPT B6ET CF Ge Pe Tee eT Peer eens aa CGec Grac OSGt Gryet Gesu “OO ** *SSses 
QL8E @8ST e@ISt Steet eee e eect tenet teens cgegy Q9EZ OOOZ BUST OOET BPZT crcctr ttt tee e eee rccgT 
OSE @8bl elbt "°c Cv Wawa Hawa -*gecQt OBESE OZBZ OLIZ OER OSLT corer etree testes gzcgt 
OrSl eft arzt Fee k ee eee eee eee e eee eer regT Q9EZ OBOZ OLSL OOEL ObZE ccccct ttt t crete tere ++ -97CQT 
@LIZ @€8l eSZT eee e eet ete e eet rere eee nepegT BrOZ BPZZ BZLT OSPL OGEL orc r reir ertt ttt t teeter zzcgse 
Q6bE e@9ZT eezT Steen eee e ener e eee eee e ee tgzegT Q9EZ BOOZ BYSE BELT B~ZT correct tte terete tee Ercgr 
OrvSE GSI ePzt Peete reece eee e etree ee ee egregy QSZE BOLZ @BZIZ GOBLET BILT ccc pcer 
@ZIZ @6LT OLLI Deen ence teen ee eee ee eee sept car Q@EZ BS6L BOSE GLZT OTZE correct ttt ttt Tpcet 
OvéT OP9T OZLST ORT ber a eet OTe eo Ooee kage re CviG Ueee Gobi Css Care Te  eaet 
Q89T O2PT aStT GE pe et eo ES ore ee @9EZ O0C7Z OVST OBET Op2zT “rrr rrr ttt tress ss §GacetTt 
@/TZ @F8L OS/T Sheen eee eee eee renee ee pegT Q9EZ COOZ GBYSL OOF ObZT cccccc ttt t terete ees egcgz 
Q/TZ @£8L OSZT Sete e eee e eee e sees teense srgegy Q9E2 GO@OZ OST OOET ObZT ccrtc ttt ttt ttt teste  tacet 
udZ@ sya tT uae sopo) diz udp wd € yw 2 Yat wd e@ soepo) dIZ 

Azuno} uajpsayrd3sam ut sapoy diz -- Aduady Butsnoy ITT qGQng yIaUuOuUeWeW +O UMOL 
ezeL e98 ea Peete eee eee e nent ener eres 7 ggg @LSL @S€T BREIL eG ees Peete ee cette eee reer ee eee CQg9g 
e88 er. aso weet e ee eee teen teen ees epg ggg Qvel OSIT @@6 e924 @29 beeen eee eee eter ee ee ees egg 
eLeL S83 aSZ beeen eee teen ee eee eee ep T gg Q67Z O96T BPSL BOET OFIT cccccrt crt tte ett et y9g 
096 @I8 TZ eet eee eee eee eee eee ester ee TB 1g Q@rT @@7T Ob6 e62 Ges eee ee eee e een ee eee eee eee g/g 
GfeT O48 a9 Cee ee ee trree esse 6gg9 @ESE @IEL FOL O28 @9Z reeset ener sereree esses s+ Tg9g9 
Q€Sk @62E OPTI reece eS Peete eee ee eee eee ee Taggg QSEL @9IT B16 e@4£ @89 Peete teen tees reer eee ee ees 1agggg 
Bret 888 uw "> Se rai athe a ae Oe @Z8T OST B97ZT B9ET 86 NG ee ares Smet ah can fo peters OO 
Q60T O26 aT Steere eee e ee eee ee ee ee ees eegeggg Q@byl @PZL O46 @Z8 e@ZZ ween tee eee eee eee eee es ecggg 
QvS @OET e@Prrt bee e ee eee e eee ener seen se speggg @Z7ZE @SOT eZ78 969 eI9 wt ete eee e eee eres eee ecg gg 
Q60@T E76 eT Sete eee e ee ee eee e ener eee sez eQggg Q9ST @bEL SEL O68 2@8/ Peete eee eee eee eee eee eT eQgg 
086 e94 «as9 F.MEN aes ORES rites eH Qgg OSS SEL @9@T e68 a62 weet e eee eee eee ee eee e ees 1Hagg 
QB0L ers ar. eee e nee rete eee e eter eee tQnggg OSST FET PET O88 aL Pere eee e eee r nett eee re pQgG 
Ors B64 eeL SN i i aA a I aa a """*ty9e9 QOZvT @97T 866 ers Ors ORT aa Pe has ier ag TS ane """"¢€p9e9 
Q6IE @QBT ase EEE Sey Ql @ZZE 696 ets eTZ OSV ENTERS tee eee ees TEQgg 
276 e842 89 Feet e ete eee eee eee ee ee eB HQgg @6PL @LZL @@@L ers  erZ beeen eee eee rene eee e eee se cggg 
QS6 e@@8 eT beeen eee ete ee ester e rere ee spe ggg @oPl @SZ7T @86 @€8 @EZ settee eee teen errr eter eee egg 
OleL ess asZ HERS EVES ROO Re CewOkeN -9¢989 @@ST @6ZT eel @S8 eZ been e eee e eee eee eee ee tne ggg 
Q66 e8/ BED Sete teen teeter nena seen se ec ggg @SEL @OLL OIG eZ 089 bette t eee eset eter eee eeees ezeggg 
ua ¢ wa t Ya O Sapo) dIZ udp use wa c ws t 4a @o Sepo) dIZ 


penutjzuod Ajunoy yoo) ut sapod dIzZ -- 4003 40 ARZUNOD ay} 40 


GNH XL “SV1WWG 3HL ONY SLNVdIDILYVd NOILVYLSNOW30 YO4 SLNZY LIAUVW YIV4 VANV T1vWS ST@Z Ad TWNI4 - 


Ajtuoujyny Butsnoy suy 


wnpueppy @ JINGAHIS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59850 


QTOT 
B6eT 
Q60T 
826 
806 


@S6 
OveT 
Q06 
Q9TT 
e6eT 


868T 
Octt 
B9rT 
ectt 
OZTT 


ug Vv 


BlvZ 
eree 
QBET 
Q897 


8022 
Ovez 
OsTtz 
@8eZ 
OrLZ 


BELT 
B9EZ 
@4S2 
OS8T 
ETE 


OTEE 
Qcot 
erte 
B9E7Z 
av9c 
OL467 


ua 0 


V3uv uw 


006 
@L6 
@£6 
8738 
088 


Ors 
Q76 
808 
Beal 
Q26 


026 
866 
Q67eT 
866 
@66 


ug € 


Ovec 
OL8C 
QS6T 
O8Z~ 


Q62¢ 
GELT 
Oz8T 
OLLT 
BEET 


OCET 
Q88C 
B6TC 
@ZSE 
QS97Z 


OL8~ 
Q8ET 
8£97 
8882 
Ovcc 
@7SZ 


ud € 


OULSIW 


a99 
OTZ 
OTL 
889 
86S 


879 
889 
96S 
894 
OTL 


OTZ 
BEL 
@S6 
Ged 
BEL 


Yd ¢ 


@ZST 
86ST 
Qe@STt 
OSLT 


B9ZLT 
BEET 
8evT 
OSET 
862T 


O8ZT 
BVvST 
Q89T 
OT?T 
BPOc 


@9TC 
898T 
8502 
OvST 
@cLT 


OreT 


Yd ¢ 


GNH XL “SVTIVG JHL GNY 


BES 
@ZS 
@ZS 
68 
@LD 


ees 
@SS 
eLP 
@t9 
@ZS 


@L£S 
66S 
e924 
66S 
86S 


ug T 


@ceEt 
eret 
OLCT 
e8bvT 


e8rT 
OTT 
68TT 
estt 
est 


Best 
B8ET 
Bcrl 
S2Ot 
OcLt 


8¢8T 
068 

BELT 
BOET 
QSvt 


Ov9T 


vat 


Orr 
OLY 
BLY 


86E 


et 
8S7 
Q6E 
ets 
eV 


BLv 
a6y 
8f9 
e6Y 
Q6Y 


ua @ 


eL£cL 
88cT 
eter 
@tvL 


azvT 
QLOT 
@ETT 
BeTT 
BSVrT 


Bvbol 
ever 
@9SET 
886 

@S9T 


Qvct 
898 

e99T 
OvezT 
Q6ET 


BLST 


ua @ 


OTZE @L40T 862 eva BES ee ee regen erty ay ey natch Toe teal ree 

Peete eee enter eee eee ere tHe @OZI Q9CT BBL CLD O2G titties ttt eter teres sgrpye 
Saaataaldo% bette e eee e ee setpye @ZIL @66 @£L 065 or cccCcT*T’: Pere te teeter ee eptE ye 
Potente eee eee eee eee ee tp ze OVAL O76 O89 OSS OSH cri rt ttt ttt teste eee ee etre 
eer crore Q6GL O46 OTL OLS OLE itr t ttt ttt eter cape 
Stet e eter eee eee eee eee gape QSTL OZOT OSL 009 BOS ttt ttt ttt ttt e teeter ape 
ene ee et eee e terete etre sggyse @LIL OTOL Obl 86S BED rrr ttt ttre eee ee rere segpye 
eee tee t eee tees eee pgp’ Q26 008 O6S Ole BEE rit ttt eters e test ees segpye 
Ts Mer nae Demos per ra Sf Oa Pa Oe @7tT 66 BEL 86S 66 CH here e ee etre ae ee OS Ee 
ais Fa a tares tarSrarecns ste eee eres e eye @@zE e9eL e8 ef9 eZ ° Saves race Ses fete recesses ey yeye 
ee ee et @QZL O9BT OBL B€9 BZG retest teeter eter e ere ge se 
wie rhierenere siaeiarers tite eeeeeseecceye @9ZL OZIL OZR 999 OSG rrr ttt teeter e eee epee 
tebe teen eee e teeter ee eee egceye @BZI O9BL OBL BE9 O26 itt t rts tee e tee t eee cep ye 
ween eee ence eee neers eet pe re OTOL 0086 099 BES Ob ttt ttt ttt eter e eee e eee rgeg ye 
Deeb net eee e eee eter e ees sereze OZIT O66 BEL B65 OGD iri tt rt ttt t ests eee se esse etreye 
aia atele anne ceva vette seen ee age re QveL E76 O89 OSS Bp cctttt tee bette tees eee eeeerzgeye 
Sapo) dIZ wav Uae YAZ UBT use SapoD dIZ 

AZuUNOD UoLTTWeH UT Sapo) gIZ -- AZTuoYy Ny Butsnoy eSoouez ey) 

SO ee sin wea arenes SegeL @88Z @Srz RBI 6ST OZST ccc totter teeters spegar 
eee e erent ene e teen eee ee re ggor Q9EZ CQOZ OPST BOEL OPZE crore ttt treet eter teres Zager 
bette tence teense eee reset g gay @STZ ZBL OOPT OBIE ETT coor t ctr ttt gErer 
et en pa ge Be Oe en Ore Ofte ‘GOBLET G@OSE Gyr «°° s**t hese etere yr nee) ts Sk TE 
Pheer eee e ene e teeter ee gr OT @QEZ CSET BOSE OLZT OTZT cirrrrr trier ttt et et gaat 
rete tee e teen reer teens segyaz @fEZ BEL OZST OBZT BELT circrrrrr teeters paver 
eUaieeg Ria ratuca ea: ts aaretarn etic + EQ7OT Q9EZ OQOZ BEST OBEL OPZT cccctc ctr tec eters + *79/ET 
ss atatarsinra tsar atet teen eee eee eT gyoT @LIE @69Z OLOZ OSLE BLOT crrrrrtt rts ttt teeter gger 
een eee renee e eee eee eg gggT @lb2 OpOZ OLSL OZET OLZT crirtrrr treet testes ete ees egagr 
av Neteiciseiets Fetes eee e eee ss spgggt @Z9Z OZZZ OLLE Obbl OBEL ccccr ttt tet t eee -¢g9eT 
Stee teen eee eee e eee ees eg ggT @8EZ OZOZ BSST OLEL OSZT crrcrr ttt tet ett  TQ9QT 
rete tee teeter eee e eee ge cgT @9EZ OCOZ OPST OBEL OPZT crit t ttt trt etter tee yEcgr 
Phere tent settee eee teres gecgT @v9Z Ob7Z OZLT OST BEET cririr tritici tte te trees cgcer 
rity te Tey ee ae Sa Pat re ga Ovee QOCC (GOO, Gape “GpeT °o ° te ose ser see sess on eaT 
ee ee eee aan @6SeT Q9EZ COOL OHSL OBEL PZT ccc ttre teeter egcer 
Settee eee e eee e eee eens ggegy @fEE OZBZ OLIZ OBI OST cccccttte rete e etter eres seer egege 
beeen eee eee eee teen eens eggcgy Q9EZ OBOZ OST OBET OBbZT crrcrr ret rts ete greet 
Peete teen eee eee eee eer eQT @LEE OZBZ BLITZ BERT ASAT crrrrrrrcrttt eee tte egy car 
Welsig alens:giaterererac heal beter eee ere rege @I6Z @LhZ @BEL Q@O9T BEST ccc r ttt tte re eter se sgyegr 
Peete tee t eee e eee ee sess rgcaz Q6EZ O£LOZ GOST OZET BOTT crrrrr rrr ttrett tresses ggcez 
Sepo) diz ud@v wae we C UST 4s B sspo> dIZ 

panutjuo> Azuno) waysay2}S9M UT Sapo) dIZ -- AduUady Butsnoy ItTGnd yIeUOUeWeW 4O UMOL 


SLINVdTDILYVd NOTLVYLSNOWSG YO4 SLN3Y LAINUVW ULV VAYV T1WWS ST@Z Ad TWNI4d - wnpueppy g 37NG3HIS 


59851 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 








Q62T 
OTT 
@2zT 
@SPT 


Q6ET 
O88Tt 
OST 
esst 
eLvt 


OZ8T 
est 
@srTt 
QSvT 
eesT 


ud 


@89T 
@vET 


@6ST 
@69T 
OEPT 
e69T 
Q77Z 


@S8Tt 
@zZT 
@9ZT 
ator 
e9sTt 


esrt 
Q6TZ 
Oc6t 
OLLI 
@EST 


ua Vv 


BEET 
@ETl 


ud 


Vayu YWs 


B8vT 
Olvt 
8Set 
Boer 


OStt 
eagst 
Gezt 
O87zr 
eter 


OTST 
QecL 
QOcT 
8OcT 
ever 


ue € 


Q6ET 
ettt 


QZET 
Gert 
Q6TT 
aervt 
erst 


Est 
Oevt 
Osvt 
oceEt 
8672T 


eect 
OTtst 
G6ST 
OLvr 
@L7L 


wa € 


86cT 
860T 


ua € 


OULIW GAH XL “SVTIWG 3HL 


OTTT 
Q390T 
@62 
606 


898 
@LTT 
806 
896 
OT6 


QEll 
006 
e206 
@06 
Qc6 


wad Z 


QveT 
GE8 


G66 
QSeT 
@68 
QSeT 
O8ET 


@stTt 
@LO6T 
@60T 
Q80T 
@26 


826 
Q9ET 
Q6TT 
BOTT 
@S6 


ud Z 


886 
@£8 


yd ¢ 


888 
8Vs 
879 
OTZ 


889 
BE6 
Otd 
994 
Bcz 


868 
OTL 
BTZ 
etd 
Bd 


ug T 


O78 
699 


O82 
@E8 
BOL 
GE8 
Q68T 


OT6 
QS8 
098 
B62 
O22 


BEL 
88eT 
Ov6 
628 
@SZé 


aa T 


O82 
899 


ug Tt 


@EL 
GL 
e2S 
@6S 


@ZS 
O22 
86S 
@E9 
889 


esz 
6S 
@6S 
6S 
eT9 


ud @ 


869 
@SS 


as9 
069 
06S 
069 
6T6 


O94 
eTé 
OZ 
699 
erg 


8t9 
066 
882 
Bez 
BE9 


4a 6 


OtZL 
etg9 


ud @ 


terre reer eeeerereeeeerers eT ggey 
beter e eee eeeteeeeeee reer nggges 
Ween eens e eee n serene sense stages 
reece e rene eee eee een erer es see gEy 


beter ee eeeeneeeeeeen see rteges 
beeen eee e eee e eee serene eee egigey 
seen eee cere ener eee sere ee eH ges 
Pete eee e eer eee e sree reese Epes 
see e eee e een e ees eeeee eee et pes 


vette eee e eee eee eeeeeren er secgey 
beter eee ee eee e ee een seen egeges 
Pete e eee e eee e eee e sense eee sey TQcy 
be eee eee eee eee eeeeee ree eT gey 
vet ee ee ee eee e ee eeeneen snes sgggc, 


Sepod dIZ 


B9LT 
BBrT 
OSET 
BO8T 


B6ET 
@sPT 
OTZT 
BerT 
OVvst 


@8rT 
@88T 
QSPT 
@V9T 
@8sT 


ud Vv 


AjunoD setpTed ut sapoz 


teen eee e ee eee eee ee eee et eH y 
tenner ee eee eee cence eens ezepey 


Po red eeeewsesewn eens sete eeprpey 
vee ee ee cee eee e eee eee seen anes 
bebe eee e eee ee eeeeeeen seen ygzes 
see e eee ee eee seeeeeeceeressseares 
bese eee e ec ee eens ee eeee sees rggres 


Feet ence ener ene eee eee nga ney 
see e eee ee ee ene ee ee eenneeenegpey 
bebe e eee ce eect e ee eeen seen gages 
beeen eee eee eee e eee nee rer gey 
Lede nee e eee neneeeeceeee sets gey 


bebe e eee ee nee eeeeee seen nggges 
beeen eee e eerste eens een er ncegey 
pe swEvessseavesess rete sees sezges 
bee ee eee e eee seen eeeeeenerenges 
bebe eeeeeneereeereceeeress sEggC7 


S9po) diz 


OevT 
OS8T 
@ZET 


66ST 
Q89T 
OSET 
eSs8t 
Bert 


O72 
OSsT 
O28T 
@6ST 
BETZ 


O88T 
est 
OtLT 
ecet 
G@6T 


ua v 


Ajuno) uf[[O) ut sapo> 


er 7197 
OU ee be dee eee eee reverses tpggy 


sepo) diz 


Ajuno}> qqem ut 


QNV SLINVdIDILYVd NOILVYLSNOWIG YO4 SINJY LANUWW YIVA VAYV TIVWS STOZ Ad 


OTet 
QEOT 
@Z6 


ua v 


BSPT 860T 
Q9IT O48 
OcTl evs 
B6rT cIT 


@STT 98 
BecT 806 
@TrT e@90T 
GOTT 828 
Ocst Pitt 


GECL 826 
e9St @dIT 
88cT 886 
@9ET 2OT 
QTEL O86 


wee Ya c 


dIZ -- VW4aWH 


@zTT 688 
BEST OSsTT 
GETT O58 


OcET 66 
Q6ET Orel 
QcTT evs 
GEST OSTT 
@9TT @28 


Oy8t O8ET 
@est OSTT 
@SSt O9TT 
Q@cet 666 
@9/T O2ET 


B9SsT OZtT 
@¢ST OPrtT 
@fvt SLOT 
86ST G6IT 
QLST O8tt 


wae we CZ 
dIZ -- VdWH 
G46 «Ob 
BG8T a9Z4 
868 989 


yG@e yd 2 


@98 
869 
e993 
G68 


889 
etd 
ers 
869 
886 


BEL 
@E6 
eTz 
eTs 
edd 


us T 


XL ‘seTzeq au} 


@e2 
eT6 
e29 


esd 
ez8 
@99 
@T6 
869 


Q60T 
OT6 
876 
682 
erat 


@f6 
e866 
858 
Or6 
GEE 


ug T 


OZ 
84S 
Oss 
Ord 


@ZS 
6S 
804 
@2S 
OSZ 


ets 
@LL 
6S 
QL9 
@s9 


ud @ 


OBS 
O92 
89S 


@S9 
069 
Oss 
E92 
OLS 


oTt6 
O92 
Q9Z 
8s9 
028 


OL2 
Osz 
OTs 
Q82 
O82 


ud 8 


reenter eee eter eee erer es +Qggcy 
sheen ee een eens seers eee $7Qges 
Lee ee eer e eee eee e reser es BggE7 
ved esvioverers ree teeeeeezegey 


bee e eee eeee reer eenereees *gegey 
Lee e eee e ene ene e eee ees tongey 
Sheer eee eee ee renee eeee epEgE, 
Peete ee eee reer enteerree se pgEs 
whence eee ee nee e seer ee gngey 


Voeee ver eesenecen'es reese egegey 
been e eee ee een ee re ne eee teres 
bebe eee een coer ene sores tQTges 
wee e eter eee reer ereeeeeee 18967 
sede t eee ee eeereeseeseeseTages 


Sepod dIZ 


UTYTIM SAT}TUOYINY BuTSNOH TTV 


Sheet eee e erences eee res scenes 
Sree eee eee eee eee tenons pepe, 
renee seen renee eee eee appe?, 


eden seen ee ee eee eeee es seas 
sree dese ee ee een ene nese sarees 
beeen ee eee seen eer eneeeesrezey 
beens enn eeeenreeseescssreytey 
bene e ence ec ee eee e ee eees tere, 


sence eee e eect ence eee eee ome gey 
seed ee ee ec ee noone noes se ggE, 
bees neces eee eeeee ence grey 
Lee e cence eee e ene e eee eeee tm gey 
seen eee eee ees trees eee ra ges 


heen eee eee eee eet gngey 
Sheena eee e eee e eee eerens pepe 


ee pZOSZ 
Seen neta ener eee ees serge, 
etree eee eet ene eee enrages 

Seppo) dIZ 


XL “SETTEQ 94} UTYLIM SaT}TuoU NY BuTSNOH LIV 


86S 
889 
evs 


yg T 


@SS 
89S 
GOS 


ud @ 


Thee TE ia'eewds ++ sopagy 
Seen eee eee renee ee ee ren gg, 
(VRE CET OHSS titers apgg7 

sepo) diz 


Sepo} dIZ -- Opeuey $O ART) sy} 40 AjTuOURNY BuTSNOY suL 


INI - wnpusppy @ IINGIHIS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 


59852 





OSsVT 
OSPT 
OSPt 
OSsPT 
OSPvt 


@cvTt 
asrt 
@cot 
OTET 
B672L 


@SST 
@LcT 
OTvT 
@eST 
OZET 


erect 
@6TT 
OLLt 
B97T 
esPrt 


@TST 
OSbT 
aay 
e62T 
OETT 


862T 
@EST 
@e6T 
8222 
OsPrTt 


OSsvTt 
OLET 
BEST 
OEST 
QLST 


OZ6T 
OSPT 
@EST 
Oe6T 
BvtZ 
QSvt 


4a 


VAN YW 


Goer 
80cT 
e67T 
GOcT 
8OcT 


OLtT 
88cT 
@SET 
86 

82OT 


ascr 
Qset 
OLtT 
erer 
860T 


GEOL 
866 

acvt 
Ovet 
8ocT 


aser 
eect 
OTeTt 
8deT 
8c6 


6Z0T 
@L7T 
QZsT 
Ovst 
eozt 


eOZT 
Octt 
6L2T 
OL7T 
escét 


Q6ST 
802zT 
OLeL 
8e9T 
OLéT 


88cT 


ya € 


686 
G26 
086 
G26 
086 


888 
886 
OTeT 
@69 
eas 


896 
@62 
e88 
Oc6 
828 


eL2 
ev. 
eaTtt 
Q8Z2 
286 


ave 
Q86 
694 
888 
G82 


688 
@S6 
Os8Tt 
O8ET 
006 


086 
es8 
QS6 
@56 
ev6 


Q6Ttt 
806 
@S6 
G8cT 
BEET 


886 


ya 2 


Otd 
OTL 
ets 
OTZ 
OTL 


B62 
OtZ 
908 
SS 
BE9 


Q92 
879 
8@2 
ord 
@s9 


Bt9 
@6S 
048 
879 
OTL 


Ors 
OTL 
869 
BE9 
6S5 


6E9 
asZ 
BEG 
O68T 
Bil 


OtZ 
e299 
OSZ 
OSd 
avd 


Qv6 
OTL 
@SZ 
@S6 
QSeT 


OTL 


yd T 


6S 
86S 
@6S 
6S 
@65 


88S 
86S 
@29 
e9V 
BES 


ee9 
O¢S 
Q8S 
erga 
evs 


ets 
067 
BEL 
ets 
@6S 


879 
86S 
80S 
BES 
e9or 


BES 
@E9 
O82 
OT6 
86S 


86S 
89S 
8&9 
@E9 
79 


O82 
6S 
@e9 
064 
088 


6S 


ud 6 


§ RULT ge NASR EINE Kee ee I8eSZ 
Ce pial latacg alan ta avainde SLESL 
eee eee ene e eee e ener ener ygeey 
caren es otter ree ee eee reer rececy 
Weslaco awe batrrele ele’ reves rerecy 
(ieee Shi eae €S7SZ 
44 Rae aleURares mice terran @s7SZ 
eiesavavetrats tie Exess sews  gpzgy 
Sieis sigrsreca beeen eee ee eee eee ergnzey 
TORR oe et teDzey 
dude emia aererdia were ree. Ce erate Te7sz 
nial erlaeiel eiaxe a BisreaTesRTN ed ae OES ++ gezey 
gare awiess iene naeeesee teeters sgezey 
Ce  pezSs 
ee CR ee EN OT ZE7S/ 
oa a pi atGiatereislale wre: eiainteleleiage BEzSzL 
See saaeeee ciao aiereree reese t+ gzzey 
wiareiavarere re ee Q776/ 
aa siete eeve-etal usa siemieteinve Fares pez 
jhaee selene ek cea eee $5 be zzz 
iiscoin oLaceinai ee seca es aikce eee tees 6IZSZ 
ee Cr settee eee eee eee ener rey 
ee Oe re eee rerzey 
Peewee s paras oitarsnave ee eee eezrzes 
miGieiRie aie ele (4 (Wg Sb ewe RCC ON ee elzsé 
Ria tpinie dete ne iea viarereiniaeisihaTa Tela Ts g075/ 
BrEEK Le aLDIG a STALei IETS ait 5 erk ele areraTe 9025 
avers ata eel ste alate av5r6) RS erae Mis Geka vezss 
aieeaToratat eG elke a ae Se aceee eaas 20752 
AA Ea aT Fesree eratals betes spores 
ee beeen tee eee reese er egrey 
eins eee as De Gae eens eggreys 
eee eee e nent nen e erent recTcy 
Risis sie aiaw arias o-<%6 RB alere eisrsta a atta @SISZ 
beet cence ener eee ee es rgprey 
palate eiusvals\ ea wig nl aiavants le one et LETSL 
Peete teen eee eee e eee e ee reerey 
erent reer e ere e seen renee ee rerTey 
<aeeepe tthe teen rete eee eee epgTey 
CCE <1 Tel 
aig rag api eite tere a pie Siaraieiace tees se ggcy 

saepo) diZ 


OST 
Ost 
OSPrT 
OSsPT 
O8PT 


Q26T 
O@8T 
eer 
O28T 
esPrT 


OreTt 
eceT 
OST 
eect 
Q8TT 


Bert 
@SET 
O777 
QvET 
Oret 


QvoT 
QOET 
Q6ET 
OZET 
QO6T 


O8vT 
orst 
OETT 
8662 
ecrt 


O77 
Ot2T 
OS8T 
Brot 
Q6ET 


@SST 
e9cT 
OSPt 
Qe? 
eSvt 


Osst 


ud Pp 


BO7T 
BO7T 
867T 
807T 
BE?el 


GEST 
@ESt 
8TeL 
@scT 
8eeT 


OETT 
860T 
8O7T 
Osttl 
826 


G9TT 
@cTt 
8st 
QTTt 
Qter 


Q9ET 
880T 
@sTt 
Q60T 
OZsT 


BECT 
OcST 
86 

GeLT 
BET 


Ovst 
G00T 
GEST 
e9ET 
Ostl 


Q8cr 
862T 
BOTT 
Orst 
Beer 


GST 


wa € 


826 
086 
686 
086 
676 


aa 
GEIL 
G94 
esTtt 
806 


0E8 
eQc8 
806 
898 
BEL 


828 
ers 
O8ET 
8c8 
@LZ 


OcOT 
ets 
698 
878 
OsTT 


676 
ertt 
e682 
QGET 
606 


eset 
O52 
OsTt 
@ceL 
Q98 


896 
026 
686 
Q8ET 
G86 


@sTT 


wa ¢ 


ponutyzuod Ajyuno) seqT—Ted ut sepo>) diz -- VaAWH 


QTL 
OTL 
etd 
OTL 
BEL 


Q96 
Q68 
889 
86 
etd 


e939 
@s9 
eTZ 
e89 
@8S 


869 
e99 
Q69T 
e959 
ets 


ets 
evs 
889 
@s9 
G6 


bed 
886 
ess 
@EOT 
etZ 


G6eT 
@6S 
eT6 
6T8 
889 


e9¢ 
BLL 
OTL 
Q6OT 
OTL 


QT6 


ua T 


86S 
Q6S 
86S 
@6S 
aT9 


808 
OSz 
Ges 
Q92 
6S 


@SS 
evs 
Q6S 
QL£S 
Q8Pr 


OLS 
Q@SS 
8TG 
OSS 
ets 


@Z9 
GES 
@ZS 
os 
asl 


erg 
esé 
oor 
898 
86S 


@T6 
86 
O92 
Q£9 
OZS 


QE9 
eva 
@6S 
OT6 
O6S 


O92 


4d @ 


XL ‘seTTed su} UTYPIM 


OYLSW GNH XL SSV1IIVWG 3HL GONV SLNVdIDILYVd NOILVYLSNOWIG YO4 SLNJY LIAXYVW YIVA VANV TIWWS STOZ Ad INIA 


teeter nee errr rere yecy 
Vide EROS aaa precy 
eee eee e ee eeeeeeegegcy 
reve ree ree rere ree encecy 
Peter e eee eee res epezcy 
eee e eee renee entropy 
Seen eee eee reer enzey 
beter e eee eee eee yyzey 
eee eee tenner e np yzey 
teeter eee e etree eapzey 

ttt e eee e eee eee rgyzgy 
Deen e eee e eee rene yezey 
weet ee eee eens ercezey 

teeter e eee eee rcezey 

rete e eet e eee e ee eeetezey 
micas tent eters rezzey 
reese eee eee e eee yazey 
eter dees eee eeeserzey 
tenet ee ee eee ee ceazey 
aides shiva ane ares -9zZ7SZ 
tote eter e ee eee reer gaze, 
Bingve eiere la eee ia ets * OTZS/ 

tee e nett eee ee ee epezey 
Leeann eee eee e ee eatzey 
rete eens eee e ee regzey 

weet eee e eee rgzey 
Leste eee eee eee rcgzey 
beeen eet e eens eee regzey 
weet eee eee eee eTazey 

teense eee eee e ee rcorey 

Lote e ee eee eee eee egrey 
settee eee eee eee ery Tey 

eee e sneer ee rpetey 
tetera etter eres seprey 
Lene een eens eee eepTey 
titer ete reese ee pete, 
bebe e ee eee renee eevgrtey 
heer etree eee eesrogtcy 
Veen e tere rere reese ggcy 
Poteet teen ener es reggcy 
tet e eee teen ress zggey 

sepo) diz 


SaT}TuoyjNy Butsnoy Liv 


~ wnpusppy @ JINGAHIS 


59853 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





Q89T 
QEST 


OTZT 
O8rTt 
@@sTt 
O@7T 
OLET 


4a 


BEST 


O6LT 
O2vT 
OLLT 
O~2Z 
O@vT 


B6ET 
QE ST 
OLvT 
BEPT 
@S6T 


BEST 
BEST 
Orst 
Q@6T 
BEST 


ya 7 


@LET 
OZ£ET 
B@ET 


ua v7 


ua 


VAuV YWd 


O6ET 
OLzt 


OTrT 
BE2T 
erect 
OTeT 
OcTtT 


wa € 


OL7T 


O8rTt 
OLtT 
BLT 
OvEst 
OLTT 


OSstl 
OL2T 
Ot7T 
Q6tT 
OTST 


O2eT 
BL2T 
@csTt 
@LST 
aLet 


ya € 


Bett 
6eTT 
880T 


ua € 


ua € 


OveT 
QS6 


Q90T 
O76 
Qt6 
O92 
oss 


ya C 


OS6 


Ott 
888 
BOTT 
O8ET 
888 


898 
@S6 
OTé 
068 
OT?T 


8S6 
@S6 
OvTT 
O8TT 
856 


ug ¢ 


0s8 
8S8 
OTs 


ud ¢ 


ua 72 


878 
8SZ 


evs 
BEd 
Ord 
689 
B29 


ya T 


QSZ2 


888 
GOL 
Q28 
B60T 
G82 


889 
BSL 
BCL 
BOL 
896 


BS2 
@SZ2 
806 
B£6 
@S2 


ya Tt 


e249 
8249 
Br9 


4a 


ya Tt 


869 
8E9 


802 
6T9 
8t9 
88S 
89S 


Yad 6 


8E9 


Bes 
88S 
BEL 
OT6 
88S 


@ZS 
8E9 
ea9 
86S 
6a8 


BE9 
@E9 
Osz 
O82 
BE9 


ye © 


89S 
69S 
OES 


ua 8 


ud 8 


tee ee reese eeteggy 
eee reer ee peggy 


Pence renee ee paggy 
see ee eee ee gape, 
bene eeeeeeescgtcy 
bee eeeeeee severe, 
bee ee eevee eserrey 


Sopod dIZ 


eort 
O8FT 
e9ST 


O8FT 
@Z8T 
essTt 
O2ET 
O2eT 


ug 7 


Ajuno) St{T{q ut seapo 


teen eens errr regs 


bene e eee eeeegezgs 
seen seen ees rpzgy 
tee eeeeersesgzzgs 
bene e eee sees egzgs 


ree eeeeeee es sQzas 
beens eeeee ss zgzgys 
see eeeeerese stay 
bee eenceeeeergzey 
see eeeeeeeeerigey 


sev eeseeee se rgge, 
bene eeeeeneereges 
sence eneerespeges 
ses ceeeeessenzges 


sopo) diz 


88ST 


68ST 
@Z8T 
868¢ 
OO8T 
@SST 


Bert 
Os8TT 
Ocze 
OcdT 
862T 


e99T 
OT8z 
O77 
Q88T 
Qr9Tt 


ua 


Ajuno) uoj,Udg UT Sapo7 


rene eererersegpes 
Pier eee reer oppeys 
ens eee sees zepey 


S9pod dIZ 


ezet 
OZLEeTt 
OLET 


ua 


AjyunoDy e&}~Teq ut sepoz 


sopo) diz 


OSvt 


ya P 


Q66 
BETTE 
86cE 


BE7T 
OSSTt 
Best 
BETT 
OLTT 


wa € 


qiz * 


OTET 


OTEL 
OSsTt 
BELT 
Bort 
O87t 


O6TT 
Q46 

OPrsTt 
OrVvE 
OsPT 


OZLeTt 
OZ9oTt 
OvEt 
O9SFE 
Q9ET 
ug € 
az = 
BETTE 
BETTE 
BETT 
ys € 
abe. = 
BOTT 


ya € 


BL 
876 
846 


876 
BSTt 
OSTL 
Q@S8 
858 


ua 2 


VdWH 


886 


886 
eoTt 
BeBET 
ectl 
896 


868 
BEL 
O8ET 
OZLOT 
OTTT 


BOT 
OSer 
O8eT 
OLTT 
ezet 
ud 7c 
VdWH 
@s8 

aS8 

O&8 

ud 2% 
VAWH 


866 


G65 
OEL 
O22 


BEL 
876 
@16 
829 
829 


ud T 


Q6r veeeeeee 
eT9 se esesee 
ers seeeenee 


eto octtteeee 
@o, tte 
go, cette 
@9g tees 
gos cere 


yd O 


Pree verre reser eessaragy 


Feet eee e eee ees ezggy 
thet e teen eee ee eer cgggy 
Pete e eee eee ee eer pgs 
Fete e tence sense ygpcy 
reer e eee ener ee eperey 
reese teense eeeseerey 
tote e teen eee eset apes 

Sepo> dIZ 


Xi ‘SETTEG 84} UTYIIM SaT}TuOYINY BuTsNOH ITV 


OL2 


O42 
876 
GEOL 
868 
e92 


882 
885 
Q69T 
8s8 
O88 


ets 
866 
868T 
86 
ets 


ug Tt 


agg. ttre eeee 
eso tte 
gor vt tteeee 
gog whee 
Org rte 
@eg tees 
@6s cto 
Op octteeeee 
ate o-creeeee 
Otz octteeeee 
ee, ottteseee 
ogg cores 
aze otters 
ete o-cccteee 
@ig vee 


azo sa weeds 


ua @ 


Xi “SETTEG dy} uTYYIM 


@29 
629 
@L9 


ua T 


89S PWNS VS 
99S eebeenes 
89S Csbecves 


us @ 


Xi “seTTeQ ey} UTYyZIM 


etd 


86S ce eeeece 


uac Yat ys o 


panutzuo> Ajunod seTTeg UT sapod dIZ -- W4WH XL “SeTTeq@ ayz UTYyZIM 


OWL3W GAH XL “SV1IVG 3Hi ONY SLNVdIDILNVd NOTLVYLSNOWIC YO4 SLN3Y LIXYVW YIV4 VANV TIVWS ST@Z Ad IWNI4 


. 


. 


tebe etre ee eeee ee nsggzgy 


tees seer eenenn sees Eczgy 
beeen eee nee eeesenzgy 
ses eeeeeeeseeseeeeszzgy 
te teretereeeer ss s@tzgy 
beets eee e eee esse egazgy 


teers eeeeeeeee ses cazgy 
bee e ete e eee eee eee TQzg/ 
Lae eee eee eee cess ezeggs 
beeen eee eee eee e eng gges 
beter eee ee reese eeggges 


beeen eee eens ee scgges 
beset teen neeen ess egeges 
bene ee eee en eee e een gzges 
beeen eee eeeee eee sgtgcy 
Phere tere eee eens rages 


Sapo) dIz 


Sat}Tuouyny BuTSNOH TIV 


Leen e eer eer ee ee spepey 
tote tee eee eee e et ppc, 
tote e teen esse eee ret yey 

S9po> diZ 


SatzTyuoyjny Sutsnow iv 
see eeeeeeneceescsorpee, 


Sopo) diz 


Sat}tuoujny BZuTSnoH TTVv 


- wnpueppy @ JINdGIHIS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014 / Notices 


59854 








B69T 
Oc77 
O88Tt 


ud v 


OSrT 
BEST 
B@LT 
OL7T 
O@7~ 


48 


QEOT 
ev9T 
OEOt 


BET 
Q62T 
QLcT 
869T 
Qcvt 


ug 1 


VauVv uWd 


B8rTt 
Orst 
Q9GTt 


wa € 


BO7E 
OLet 
QT6 

@SeT 
Orst 


ud € 


@S8 
Q9eT 
8S8 


@S8 

Q2OT 
QS@T 
BOT 
G6TT 


4a € 


OULSW GAH Xi “SVTIVd FHL 


QSeT 
O8tt 
QLTT 


ug 72 


886 
@S6 
@8g 
B6L 
O8ET 


ud ¢ 


89 
@ceTt 
8v9g 


89 
828 
O6L 
OSOT 
868 


ud 2 


BE8 
@66T 
BE6 


ud T 


OTL 
esZ 
ers 
879 
O6ET 


ud t 


BTS 
ets 
ets 


ets 
BE9 
8c9 
BE8 
882 


Ye ft 


869 
8T6 
OLz 


ug @ 


86S 
BE9 
Os 
82S 
aT6 


ua @ 


QtV 
629 
ocr 


Ocv 
BES 
8¢cS 
869 
86S 


Ye 8 


settee eee eee eee cece eens scores 
Steere eee e rere eee e esses ees egg, 


ONv 


SLINVdTIILYVd 


Sapo} dIZ 


OS6t 
OvTtc 
Q90Z 


da v 


Ajuno) [pTemyxDIOY UL sapo) 


sete e eee eergtcy 
ee OSE SE 
vest eee esyores 
ert opres 
ee ESE BIE 


Sapo) diz 


Gert 
BBET 
@L2T 
@SET 
OrsT 


ud Vv 


Aluno) uewsney ut sapoz 


were tees ge pcs 
Be ES Vae 
weet e ney 


steerer ers arpey 
weet azpes 
ae ay aac “COVSZL 
rer ree eee eegrcy 
terete eee eggtcs 


Sapo) diz 


GETT 
OvET 
QLET 


G@cT 
acer 
acct 
erect 
QseET 


ua v 


Ajuno) jun ut Ssapo9 


OT9t Oct 
O<Z£E O€ET 
OTLT O82eT 


ye € ua c 
Giz > Vda 
O6TE 868 
eset OL 
@SBet G@6ZL 
OZTT 88 
Q8CSt Orit 


wae ud ¢ 


696 
OST 
OTOT 


ua T 


808 
888 
evs 


ud @ 


rote teen tee e cere teen eee eeeezercy 
Fenn eater reese ene erereeeesegggcy 
sree eee e tere e reer seen eze ge, 


Sapo) dIZ 


XL ‘SET [EG 94} UTYZIM SaT}TYOYyRNY Butsnoy LTV 


BOL 
eve 
@c9 
e399 
086 


ug iT 


86% 
BES 
8¢S 
6SS 
OSZ 


ue @ 


vate eee e ec ee eee eeeeeeeeeegorey 
vette ete e eee e ee ene eens se sperey 
settee eee nese ee en seen eeee prey 
wt tee cece eects e een es cemeres 
wee e een tees ene renter eee rperey 


sopo) diz 


dIZ -- V4WH XL ‘SeTTEG 34} UTYZIM SaT}TuOYNY SuTsnoy Tv 


G6 864 
OTTE @€8 
Belt 898 


G8et O18 
@Tet @9Z2 
Q@L@E @a92 
Q@EO@E BLL 
Q@cTE Orgs 


wae Yad C 


OSS 
899 
829 


809 
8a9 
889 
ets 
@99 


ug t 


e97 
@SS 
e9S 


BES 
88S 
BOS 
@TS 
ass 


Ya @ 


rete ete e terse eee tence eee epee, 
Potts tee ereerecs esse ree sereHey 
settee ee eee eee eee eee eee ee, 


Teneo rere reese erence eres ce rney 


ccc ry vere 
Fett eee eee eee ee eee eT ope, 
Pree eee tener renee nesses scarey 
Sone nee eter eee ene eens eecetcy 

Sopo) dIZ 


dIZ -- WAWH XL ‘SETTeEG 34% UTYIIM satzTuoYyyny BuTsnoH TLV 


NOTLVYLSNOWIG YOd SLNSY LIAYVW MIVA VANV TIVWS ST@Z Ad TWNIS - wnpueppy gq 31NGSHDS 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59855 








SCHEDULE D—FY 2015 EXCEPTION FAIR MARKET RENTS FOR MANUFACTURED HOME SPACES IN THE SECTION 8 


HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER PROGRAM 





State 


Area name 


Space rent 


——— al 


California .......... 
| Orange County, CA HUD Metro FMR Area 

* Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA MSA 
San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA MSA 
Santa Rosa-Petaluma, CA MSA 

Colorado ........... 

Maryland .......... 

CHOGONE .. ssccvcncices 


Pennsylvania .... 


Washington ....... 
Seattle-Bellevue, WA HUD Metro FMR Area 
West Virginia .... | Logan County 


Mingo County 
| Wyoming County 





| Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA HUD Metro FMR Area 


NAZAR ee aurea es © Fe eos sae a dacce a ccesauencas owas tanec sas acdstaadsdessieuichccahics au ateaeatacnsd aber van cuddaeswosusdteesVazatcmaduthaai tases 
EAN CO ee activa ea sa scat nese bon clas eee aCe CRE DTM wae data Ne eel debate Ucn lu sbea Bide taal Vaxeaerateds 
NE NN ica ci sls ac ect ees co aca cna sd hg ad Coe SAN AAPA A Eh dBRL eae 
Rene HNN ss sea 6 25 aa ds es ace ea des scabs ade abaya Go poe da baad a Cae Rg aden Ta aaa aad aed AT 
SEE CoG UREN ooo cea dads svseiccansiw seeakusa eau cavesas suis adtaeuhaeas <ioie va waTa coded aadngiay Raza aayAfasa aaa danas asa Nay aaus aa daadad al Minas eladdas 
DEI COMI cca snniccshae scatic saan cca cals neenepscanan cians aeeesnulechecaadudaasasnbuaddeheaaysauistunsuddoucdetsalddcbaasétastdidadsnaual dues euigents seins 
CHITIN, WA ORSON sais ais Cada Scat dacuasu sxx dasa asssrvatonccuadaisass dvavesdandsdgacas tare siauceanssuduagduncKis agai atadssaaaae cass ana teavagaaacadide 


SI is sasciatanpsd-dsanceseceintscsceiasaabnsiae senda iasiarceglecaameiasicond eg tails 
NAIC CM oo. acess ca tssicnatcandiecdeejaduds cadutucnass ana tedsacssaaqataisand saducol dae dhas das sa tenviedancndd Taga saqaacavaatssneddiaeeedea nace taaMa 


$694 
842 
549 
839 
773 
622 
512 
518 
361 
523 
579 
628 
693 
469 
469 
469 
469 
469 








*50th percentile FMR areas. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23677 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210-67-C 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


[Docket No. FR-5815-N-01] 


Statutorily Mandated Designation of 
Difficult Development Areas and 
Qualified Census Tracts for 2015 


AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Policy Development and 
Research, HUD. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: This document designates 
“Difficult Development Areas” (DDAs) 
and ‘‘Qualified Census Tracts’’ (QCTs) 
for purposes of the Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) under 
Internal Revenue Code (IRC) Section 42 
(26 U.S.C. 42). The United States 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) makes new DDA 
designations annually and is making 
new designation of QCTs at this time to 
incorporate more recent income and 
poverty measures. As previously 
announced, the 2015 metropolitan DDA 
designations will be the last designated 
for entire metropolitan areas. Beginning 
with the 2016 DDA designations, 
metropolitan DDAs will use Small Area 
Fair Market Rents (FMRs), rather than 
metropolitan-area FMRs, for designating 
metropolitan DDAs. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
questions on how areas are designated 
and on geographic definitions, contact 
Michael K. Hollar, Senior Economist, 
Economic Development and Public 
Finance Division, Office of Policy 


Development and Research, Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, 
451 Seventh Street SW., Room 8234, 
Washington, DC 20410-6000; telephone 
number (202) 402-5878, or send an 
email to Michael.K.Hollar@hud.gov. For 
specific legal questions pertaining to 
Section 42, contact Branch 5, Office of 
the Associate Chief Counsel, 
Passthroughs and Special Industries, 
Internal Revenue Service, 1111 
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington, 
DC 20224; telephone number (202) 317- 
4137, fax number (202) 317-6731. For 
questions about the ‘‘HUB Zone”’ 
program, contact Mariana Pardo, 
Director, HUBZone Program, Office of 
Government Contracting and Business 
Development, U.S. Small Business 
Administration, 409 Third Street SW., 
Suite 8800, Washington, DC 20416; 
telephone number (202) 205-2985, fax 
number (202) 481-6443, or send an 
email to hubzone@sba.gov. A text 
telephone is available for persons with 
hearing or speech impairments at 800— 
877-8339. (These are not toll-free 
telephone numbers.) Additional copies 
of this notice are available through HUD 
User at 800-245-2691 for a small fee to 
cover duplication and mailing costs. 
Copies Available Electronically: This 
notice and additional information about 
DDAs and QCTs are available 
electronically on the Internet at http:// 
www.huduser.org/datasets/qct.html. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


This Document 


This notice designates DDAs for each 
of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico, American Samoa, Guam, 
the Northern Mariana Islands, and the 
U.S. Virgin Islands. The designations of 


DDAs in this notice are based on final 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 Fair Market Rents 
(FMRs), FY2014 income limits, and 
2010 Census population counts, as 
explained below. 

This notice also re-designates QCTs 
based on new income and poverty data 
released in the American Community 
Survey (ACS). HUD is establishing a 
new method which incorporates several 
years of ACS estimates to ensure that 
anomalous estimates, due to sampling 
anomalies, do not affect the QCT 
eligibility of tracts. 


2010 Census and 2006-2010, 2007-2011 
and 2008-2012 American Community 
Survey Data 


Data from the 2010 Census on total 
population of metropolitan areas and 
nonmetropolitan areas are used in the 
designation of DDAs. The Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) first 
published new metropolitan area 
definitions incorporating 2000 Census 
data in OMB Bulletin No. 03-04 on June 
6, 2003, and updated them periodically 
through OMB Bulletin No. 10-02 on 
December 1, 2009. FY2014 FMRs and 
FY2014 income limits used to designate 
DDAs are based on these metropolitan 
statistical area (MSA) definitions, with 
modifications to account for substantial 
differences in rental housing markets 
(and, in some cases, median income 
levels) within MSAs. 

Data from the 2010 Census on total 
population of census tracts, 
metropolitan areas, and the 
nonmetropolitan parts of states are used 
in the designation of QCTs. The 
FY2012, FY2013 and FY2014 income 
limits used to designate QCTs are based 
on these metropolitan statistical area 
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(MSA) definitions with modifications to 
account for substantial differences in 
rental housing markets (and in some 
cases median income levels) within 
MSAs. This QCT designation uses the 
OMB metropolitan area definitions 
published in OMB Bulletin No. 10-02 
on December 1, 2009 without 
modification for purposes of evaluating 
how many census tracts can be 
designated under the population cap, 
but uses the HUD-modified definitions 
and their associated area median 
incomes for determining QCT eligibility. 

Because the 2010 Decennial Census 
did not include questions on respondent 
household income, HUD uses ACS data 
to designate QCTs. The ACS tabulates 
data collected over 5 years to provide 
estimates of socioeconomic variables for 
small areas containing fewer than 
20,000 persons, like Census Tracts. 
Although the previous QCT 
designations relied on one set of 
estimates, based on 2006-2010 ACS 
tabulations, HUD noticed anomalies in 
some estimates when compared to 
2007-2011 and 2008-2012 estimates. 
For this reason, HUD is implementing a 
new QCT designation method which 
incorporates several years of ACS data 
to ensure that anomalous estimates do 
not affect QCT eligibility. 


Background 


The U.S. Department of the Treasury 
(Treasury) and its Internal Revenue 
Service (IRS) are authorized to interpret 
and enforce the provisions of the LIHTC 
found at IRC Section 42. The Secretary 
of HUD is required to designate DDAs 
and QCTs by IRC Section 42(d)(5)(B). In 
order to assist in understanding HUD’s 
mandated designation of DDAs and 
QCTs for use in administering IRC 
Section 42, a summary of the section is 
provided. The following summary does 
not purport to bind Treasury or the IRS 
in any way, nor does it purport to bind 
HUD, since HUD has authority to 
interpret or administer the IRC only in 
instances where it receives explicit 
statutory delegation. 


Summary of the Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credit 


The LIHTC is a tax incentive intended 
to increase the availability of low- 
income housing. IRC Section 42 
provides an income tax credit to owners 
of newly constructed or substantially 
rehabilitated low-income rental housing 
projects. The dollar amount of the 
LIHTC available for allocation by each 
state (credit ceiling) is limited by 
population. Each state is allowed a 
credit ceiling based on a statutory 
formula indicated at IRC Section 
42(h)(3). States may carry forward 


unallocated credits derived from the 
credit ceiling for one year; however, to 
the extent such unallocated credits are 
not used by then, the credits go into a 
national pool to be redistributed to 
states as additional credit. State and 
local housing agencies allocate the 
state’s credit ceiling among low-income 
housing buildings whose owners have 
applied for the credit. Besides IRC 
Section 42 credits derived from the 
credit ceiling, states may also provide 
IRC Section 42 credits to owners of 
buildings based on the percentage of 
certain building costs financed by tax- 
exempt bond proceeds. Credits provided 
under the tax-exempt bond “‘volume 
cap”’ do not reduce the credits available 
from the credit ceiling. 

The credits allocated to a building are 
based on the cost of units placed in 
service as low-income units under 
particular minimum occupancy and 
maximum rent criteria. In general, a 
building must meet one of two 
thresholds to be eligible for the LIHTC; 
either: (1) 20 percent of the units must 
be rent-restricted and occupied by 
tenants with incomes no higher than 50 
percent of the Area Median Gross 
Income (AMGJ), or (2) 40 percent of the 
units must be rent-restricted and 
occupied by tenants with incomes no 
higher than 60 percent of AMGI. A unit 
is ‘‘rent-restricted”’ if the gross rent, 
including an allowance for tenant-paid 
utilities, does not exceed 30 percent of 
the imputed income limitation (i.e., 50 
percent or 60 percent of AMGI) 
applicable to that unit. The rent and 
occupancy thresholds remain in effect 
for at least 15 years, and building 
owners are required to enter into 
agreements to maintain the low-income 
character of the building for at least an 
additional 15 years. 

The LIHTC reduces income tax 
liability dollar-for-dollar. It is taken 
annually for a term of 10 years and is 
intended to yield a present value of 
either: (1) 70 percent of the “qualified 
basis” for new construction or 
substantial rehabilitation expenditures 
that are not federally subsidized (as 
defined in IRC Section 42(i)(2)), or (2) 
30 percent of the qualified basis for the 
cost of acquiring certain existing 
buildings or projects that are federally 
subsidized. The actual credit rates are 
adjusted monthly for projects placed in 
service after 1987 under procedures 
specified in IRC Section 42. Individuals 
can use the credits up to a deduction 
equivalent of $25,000 (the actual 
maximum amount of credit that an 
individual can claim depends on the 
individual’s marginal tax rate). For 
buildings placed in service after 
December 31, 2007, individuals can use 


the credits against the alternative 
minimum tax. Corporations, other than 
S or personal service corporations, can 
use the credits against ordinary income 
tax, and, for buildings placed in service 
after December 31, 2007, against the 
alternative minimum tax. These 
corporations also can deduct losses from 
the project. 


The qualified basis represents the 
product of the building’s “‘applicable 
fraction” and its ‘‘eligible basis.” The 
applicable fraction is based on the 
number of low-income units in the 
building as a percentage of the total 
number of units, or based on the floor 
space of low-income units as a 
percentage of the total floor space of 
residential units in the building. The 
eligible basis is the adjusted basis 
attributable to acquisition, 
rehabilitation, or new construction costs 
(depending on the type of LIHTC 
involved). These costs include amounts 
chargeable to a capital account that are 
incurred prior to the end of the first 
taxable year in which the qualified low- 
income building is placed in service or, 
at the election of the taxpayer, the end 
of the succeeding taxable year. In the 
case of buildings located in designated 
DDAs or designated QCTs, eligible basis 
can be increased up to 130 percent from 
what it would otherwise be. This means 
that the available credits also can be 
increased by up to 30 percent. For 
example, if a 70 percent credit is 
available, it effectively could be 
increased to as much as 91 percent. 


IRC Section 42 defines a DDA as an 
area designated by the Secretary of HUD 
that has high construction, land, and 
utility costs relative to the AMGI. All 
designated DDAs in metropolitan areas 
(taken together) may not contain more 
than 20 percent of the aggregate 
population of all metropolitan areas, 
and all designated areas not in 
metropolitan areas may not contain 
more than 20 percent of the aggregate 
population of all nonmetropolitan areas. 


IRC Section 42(d)(5)(B)(v) allows 
states to award an increase in basis up 
to 30 percent to buildings located 
outside of federally designated DDAs 
and QCTs if the increase is necessary to 
make the building financially feasible. 
This state discretion applies only to 
buildings allocated credits under the 
state housing credit ceiling and is not 
permitted for buildings receiving credits 
in connection with tax-exempt bonds. 
Rules for such designations shall be set 
forth in the LIHTC-allocating agencies’ 
qualified allocation plans (QAPs). 
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Explanation of HUD Designation 
Method 


A. 2015 Difficult Development Areas 


In developing the list of DDAs, HUD 
compared housing costs with incomes. 
HUD used 2010 Census population for 
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan 
areas, and the MSA definitions, as 
published in OMB Bulletin No. 10-02 
on December 1, 2009, with 
modifications, as described below. In 
keeping with past practice of basing the 
coming year’s DDA designations on data 
from the preceding year, the basis for 
these comparisons is the FY2014 HUD 
income limits for very low-income 
households (very low-income limits, or 
VLILs), which are based on 50 percent 
of AMGI, and metropolitan FMRs based 
on the Final FY2014 FMRs used for the 
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) 
program. 

In formulating the FY2014 FMRs and 
VLILs, HUD modified the current OMB 
definitions of MSAs to account for 
substantial differences in rents among 
areas within each current MSA that 
were in different FMR areas under 
definitions used in prior years. HUD 
formed these ‘“HUD Metro FMR Areas’”’ 
(HMFAs) in cases where one or more of 
the parts of newly defined MSAs that 
previously were in separate FMR areas 
had 2000 Census based 40th-percentile 
recent-mover rents that differed, by 5 
percent or more, from the same statistic 
calculated at the MSA level. In addition, 
a few HMFAs were formed on the basis 
of very large differences in AMGIs 
among the MSA parts. All HMFAs are 
contained entirely within MSAs. All 
nonmetropolitan counties are outside of 
MSAs and are not broken up by HUD for 
purposes of setting FMRs and VLILs. 
(Complete details on HUD’s process for 
determining FY2014 FMR areas and 
FMRs are available at http:// 
www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr/ 
fmrs/docsys.html&data=fmr1 4. 
Complete details on HUD’s process for 
determining FY2014 income limits are 
available at http://www.huduser.org/ 
portal/datasets/il/il14/index.html.) 

HUD’s unit of analysis for designating 
metropolitan DDAs consists of: entire 
MSAs, in cases where these were not 
broken up into HMFAs for purposes of 
computing FMRs and VLILs; and 
HMFAs within the MSAs that were 
broken up for such purposes. Hereafter 
in this notice, the unit of analysis for 
designating metropolitan DDAs will be 
called the HMFA, and the unit of 
analysis for nonmetropolitan DDAs will 
be the nonmetropolitan county or 
county equivalent area. The procedure 
used in making the DDA calculations 
follows: 





1. For each metropolitan HMFA and 
each nonmetropolitan county, HUD 
calculated a ratio. HUD used the final 
FY2014 two-bedroom FMR and the 
FY2014 four-person VLIL for this 
calculation. 

a. The numerator of the ratio, 
representing the development cost of 
housing, was the area’s final FY2014 
FMR. In general, the FMR is based on 
the 40th-percentile gross rent paid by 
recent movers to live in a two-bedroom 
apartment. In metropolitan areas 
granted a FMR based on the 50th- 
percentile rent for purposes of 
improving the administration of HUD’s 
HCV program (see 78 FR 61668), HUD 
used the 40th-percentile rent to ensure 
nationwide consistency of comparisons. 

b. The denominator of the ratio, 
representing the maximum income of 
eligible tenants, was the monthly LIHTC 
income-based rent limit, which was 
calculated as 1/12 of 30 percent of 120 
percent of the area’s VLIL (where the 
VLIL was rounded to the nearest $50 
and not allowed to exceed 80 percent of 
the AMGI in areas where the VLIL is 
adjusted upward from its 50 percent-of- 
AMGI base). 

2. The ratios of the FMR to the LIHTC 
income-based rent limit were arrayed in 
descending order, separately, for 
HMFAs and for nonmetropolitan 
counties. 

3. The DDAs are those with the 
highest ratios cumulative to 20 percent 
of the 2010 population of all 
metropolitan areas and all 
nonmetropolitan areas. 


Application of Population Caps to DDA 
Determinations 


In identifying DDAs, HUD applied 
caps, or limitations, as noted above. The 
cumulative population of metropolitan 
DDAs cannot exceed 20 percent of the 
cumulative population of all 
metropolitan areas, and the cumulative 
population of nonmetropolitan DDAs 
cannot exceed 20 percent of the 
cumulative population of all 
nonmetropolitan areas. 

In applying these caps, HUD 
established procedures to deal with how 
to treat small overruns of the caps. The 
remainder of this section explains those 
procedures. In general, HUD stops 
selecting areas when it is impossible to 
choose another area without exceeding 
the applicable cap. The only exceptions 
to this policy are when the next eligible 
excluded area contains either a large 
absolute population or a large 
percentage of the total population, or 
the next excluded area’s ranking ratio, 
as described above, was identical (to 
four decimal places) to the last area 
selected, and its inclusion resulted in 


only a minor overrun of the cap. Thus, 
for both the designated metropolitan 
and nonmetropolitan DDAs, there may 
be minimal overruns of the cap. HUD 
believes the designation of additional 
areas in the above examples of minimal 
overruns is consistent with the intent of 
the IRC. As long as the apparent excess 
is small due to measurement errors, 
some latitude is justifiable, because it is 
impossible to determine whether the 20 
percent cap has been exceeded. Despite 
the care and effort involved in a 
Decennial Census, the Census Bureau 
and all users of the data recognize that 
the population counts for a given area 
and for the entire country are not 
precise. Therefore, the extent of the 
measurement error is unknown. There 
can be errors in both the numerator and 
denominator of the ratio of populations 
used in applying a 20 percent cap. In 
circumstances where a strict application 
of a 20 percent cap results in an 
anomalous situation, recognition of the 
unavoidable imprecision in the census 
data justifies accepting small variances 
above the 20 percent limit. 


B. Qualified Census Tracts 


In developing this list of QCTs, HUD 
used 2010 Census 100-percent count 
data on total population, total 
households, and population in 
households; the median household 
income and poverty rate as estimated in 
the 2006-2010, 2007-2011 and 2008- 
2012 ACS tabulations; the FY2012, 

FY 2013 and FY2014 Very Low-Income 
Limits (VLILs) computed at the HUD 
Metropolitan FMR Area (HMFA) level 1 
to determine tract eligibility; and the 
MSA definitions published in OMB 
Bulletin No. 10-02 on December 1, 
2009, for determining how many 


1FY2012 HUD income limits for very low-income 
households (very low-income limits, or VLILs) are 
based on 50 percent of AMGI. In formulating the 
FY2012 Fair Market Rents (FMRs) and VLILs, HUD 
modified the current OMB definitions of MSAs to 
account for substantial differences in rents among 
areas within each new MSA that were in different 
FMR areas under definitions used in prior years. 
HUD formed these “HUD Metro FMR Areas” 
(HMFAs) in cases where one or more of the parts 
of newly defined MSAs that previously were in 
separate FMR areas had 2000 Census based 40th- 
percentile recent-mover rents that differed, by 5 
percent or more, from the same statistic calculated 
at the MSA level. In addition, a few HMFAs were 
formed on the basis of very large differences in 
AMGIs among the MSA parts. All HMFAs are 
contained entirely within MSAs. All 
nonmetropolitan counties are outside of MSAs and 
are not broken up by HUD for purposes of setting 
FMRs and VLILs. (Complete details on HUD’s 
process for determining FY2012 FMR areas and 
FMRs are available at http://www.huduser.org/ 
portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/docsys.html&data=fmr2. 
Complete details on HUD’s process for determining 
FY2012 income limits are available at Attp:// 
www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il1 2/ 
index.html.) 
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eligible tracts can be designated under 
the statutory 20 percent population cap. 

HUD uses the HMFA-level AMGIs to 
determine QCT eligibility because the 
statute, specifically IRC Section 
42(d)(5)(B)(iv)(ID), refers to the same 
section of the IRC that defines income 
for purposes of tenant eligibility and 
unit maximum rent, specifically IRC 
Section 42(g)(4). By rule, the IRS sets 
these income limits according to HUD’s 
VLILs, which, starting in FY2006 and 
thereafter, are established at the HMFA 
level. Similarly, HUD uses the entire 
MSA to determine how many eligible 
tracts can be designated under the 20 
percent population cap as required by 
the statute (IRC Section 
42(d)(5)(B)(ii)(1ID), which states that 
MSAs should be treated as singular 
areas. The QCTs were determined as 
follows: 

1. To be eligible to be designated a 
QCT, a census tract must have 50 
percent of its households with incomes 
below 60 percent of the AMGI or have 
a poverty rate of 25 percent or more. 
Due to potential statistical anomalies in 
the ACS 5-year estimates, one of these 
conditions must be met in at least 2 of 
the 3 evaluation years for a tract to be 
considered eligible for QCT designation. 
HUD calculates 60 percent of AMGI by 
multiplying by a factor of 1.2 the HMFA 
or nonmetropolitan county VLIL 
adjusted for inflation to match the ACS 
estimates. For example, the FY2012 
VLILs were adjusted for inflation to 
2010 dollars. The FY2013 VLILs were 
adjusted for inflation to 2011 dollars. 
The FY2014 VLILs were adjusted for 
inflation to 2012 dollars. 

2. For each census tract, whether or 
not 50 percent of households have 
incomes below the 60 percent income 
standard (income criterion) was 
determined by: (a) Calculating the 
average household size of the census 
tract, (b) applying the income standard 
after adjusting it to match the average 
household size, and (c) comparing the 
average-household-size-adjusted income 
standard to the median household 
income for the tract reported in each of 
the three years of ACS tabulations 2 
(2006-2010, 2007-2011 and 2008- 
2012). Since 50 percent of households 
in a tract have incomes above and below 
the tract median household income, if 
the tract median household income is 
less than the average-household-size- 


21f the confidence interval around the median 
household income determined from the margin of 
error for the estimate as published by Census 
included SO in one or more of the ACS tabulations 
evaluated, HUD determined the tract to be ineligible 
for evaluation as a QCT under the income criterion 
due to lack of a reliable income statistic in that ACS 
tabulation. 


adjusted income standard for the tract, 
then more than 50 percent of 
households have incomes below the 
standard. 

3. For each census tract, the poverty 
rate was determined in each of the three 
years of ACS tabulations (2006-2010, 
2007-2011 and 2008-2012) by dividing 
the population with incomes below the 
poverty line by the population for 
whom poverty status has been 
determined §, 

4. QCTs are those census tracts in 
which 50 percent or more of the 
households meet the income criterion in 
at least two of the three years evaluated, 
or 25 percent or more of the population 
is in poverty in at least two of the three 
years evaluated, such that the 
population of all census tracts that 
satisfy either one or both of these 
criteria does not exceed 20 percent of 
the total population of the respective 
area, 

5. In areas where more than 20 
percent of the population resides in 
eligible census tracts, census tracts are 
designated as QCTs in accordance with 
the following procedure: 

a. The income and poverty criteria are 
each averaged over the three years of 
data (2006-2010, 2007-2011 and 2008- 
2012) if the values exceed the 
threshold 4. Values below the threshold 
are excluded. 

b. Eligible tracts are placed in one of 
two groups based on the averaged 
values of the income and poverty 
criteria. The first group includes tracts 
that satisfy both the income and poverty 
criteria for QCTs in the same year for at 
least two of the three evaluation years. 
The second group includes tracts that 
satisfy either the income criterion or the 
poverty criterion in at least two of three 
years, but not both. A tract must qualify 
for at least one of the criteria in at least 
two of the three evaluation years to be 
eligible, although it does not need to be 
the same criterion. 

c. Tracts in the first group are ranked 
from highest to lowest by the average of 
the ratios of the tract average- 
household-size-adjusted income limit to 
the median household income. Then, 
tracts in the first group are ranked from 
highest to lowest by the average of the 
poverty rates. The two ranks are 


3 Jf the confidence interval around the estimates 
of the population for whom poverty status has been 
determined or the number of persons below poverty 
included zero persons as determined from the 
margins of error for the estimates as published by 
Census in one or more of the ACS tabulations 
evaluated, HUD determined the tract to be ineligible 
for evaluation as a QCT under the poverty rate 
criterion due to lack of reliable poverty statistics in 
that ACS tabulation. 

4If a tract exceeded the threshold in only 2 years, 
only the qualifying two years of data were averaged. 


averaged to yield a combined rank. The 
tracts are then sorted on the combined 
rank, with the census tract with the 
highest combined rank being placed at 
the top of the sorted list. In the event of 
a tie, more populous tracts are ranked 
above less populous ones, 

d. Tracts in the second group are 
ranked from highest to lowest by the 
average of the ratios of the tract average- 
household-size-adjusted income limit to 
the median household income. Then, 
tracts in the second group are ranked 
from highest to lowest by the average of 
the poverty rates. The two ranks are 
then averaged to yield a combined rank. 
The tracts are then sorted on the 
combined rank, with the census tract 
with the highest combined rank being 
placed at the top of the sorted list. In the 
event of a tie, more populous tracts are 
ranked above less populous ones. 

e. The ranked first group is stacked on 
top of the ranked second group to yield 
a single, concatenated, ranked list of 
eligible census tracts. 

. Working down the single, 
concatenated, ranked list of eligible 
tracts, census tracts are identified as 
designated until the designation of an 
additional tract would cause the 20 
percent limit to be exceeded. If a census 
tract is not designated because doing so 
would raise the percentage above 20 
percent, subsequent census tracts are 
then considered to determine if one or 
more census tract(s) with smaller 
population(s) could be designated 
without exceeding the 20 percent limit. 


C. Exceptions to OMB Definitions of 
MSAs and Other Geographic Matters 


As stated in OMB Bulletin 10-02, 
defining metropolitan areas: 


“OMB establishes and maintains the 
definitions of Metropolitan. . . Statistical 
Areas,. . . solely for statistical purposes. 

. . OMB does not take into account or 
attempt to anticipate any non-statistical uses 
that may be made of the definitions|.] In 
cases where. . . an agency elects to use the 
Metropolitan. . . Area definitions in 
nonstatistical programs, it is the sponsoring 
agency’s responsibility to ensure that the 
definitions are appropriate for such use. An 
agency using the statistical definitions in a 
nonstatistical program may modify the 
definitions, but only for the purposes of that 
program. In such cases, any modifications 
should be clearly identified as deviations 
from the OMB statistical area definitions in 
order to avoid confusion with OMB’s official 
definitions of Metropolitan. . . Statistical 
Areas.” 


Following OMB guidance, the 
estimation procedure for the FY2014 
FMRs and income limits incorporates 
the current OMB definitions of 
metropolitan areas based on the Core- 
Based Statistical Area (CBSA) standards, 
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as implemented with 2000 Census data, 
but makes adjustments to the 
definitions, in order to separate subparts 
of these areas in cases where FMRs (and 
in a few cases, VLILs) would otherwise 
change significantly if the new area 
definitions were used without 
modification. In CBSAs where subareas 
are established, it is HUD’s view that the 
geographic extent of the housing 
markets are not yet the same as the 
geographic extent of the CBSAs, but 
may approach becoming so as the social 
and economic integration of the CBSA 
component areas increases. 

The geographic baseline for the FMR 
and income limit estimation procedure 
is the CBSA Metropolitan Areas 
(referred to as Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas or MSAs) and CBSA Non- 
Metropolitan Counties (nonmetropolitan 
counties include the county 
components of Micropolitan CBSAs 
where the counties are generally 
assigned separate FMRs). The HUD- 
modified CBSA definitions allow for 
subarea FMRs within MSAs based on 
the boundaries of “Old FMR Areas” 
(OFAs) within the boundaries of new 
MSAs. (OF As are the FMR areas defined 
for the FY2005 FMRs. Collectively, they 
include the June 30, 1999, OMB 
definitions of MSAs and Primary MSAs 
(old definition MSAs/PMSAs), 
metropolitan counties deleted from old 
definition MSAs/PMSAs by HUD for 
FMR-setting purposes, and counties and 
county parts outside of old definition 
MSAs/PMSAs referred to as 
nonmetropolitan counties). Subareas of 
MSAs are assigned their own FMRs and 
Income Limits when the subarea 2000 
Census Base FMR differs significantly 
from the MSA 2000 Census Base FMR 
(or, in some cases, where the 2000 
Census base AMGI differs significantly 
from the MSA 2000 Census Base AMGI). 
MSA subareas, and the remaining 
portions of MSAs after subareas have 
been determined, are referred to as 
“HUD Metro FMR Areas (HMFAs),”’ to 
distinguish such areas from OMB’s 
official definition of MSAs. 

In the New England states 
(Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and 
Vermont), HMFAs are defined according 
to county subdivisions or minor civil 
divisions (MCDs), rather than county 
boundaries. However, since no part of 
an HMFA is outside an OMB-defined, 
county-based MSA, all New England 
nonmetropolitan counties are kept 
intact for purposes of designating 
Nonmetropolitan DDAs. 

For the convenience of readers of this 
notice, the geographical definitions of 
designated Metropolitan DDAs are 
included in the list of DDAs. 


Future Designations 


DDAs are designated annually as 
updated income and FMR data are made 
public. As previously announced, 
beginning with the 2016 metropolitan 
area designations, HUD will use “Small 
Area FMRs”’ (SAFMRs) defined at the 
ZIP Code level within metropolitan 
areas as the measure of ‘‘construction, 
land, and utility costs relative to area 
median gross income’”’ rather than FMRs 
established for HUD Metropolitan FMR 
Areas. In general, HUD estimates 
SAFMRs by multiplying the ratio of 
ZIP—Code area to metropolitan-area 
median gross rent by the metropolitan- 
area FMRs (a complete description of 
how SAFMRs are estimated is available 
at: http://www.huduser.org/portal/ 
datasets/fmr/fmr201 3f/FY13_ SAFMR_ 
Notice.pdf. 

QCTs are designated periodically as 
new data become available, or as 
metropolitan area definitions change. 
QCTs are being updated at this time to 
incorporate two additional releases of 
data since the 2013 QCT designations, 
which were based on 2006—2010 ACS 
estimates, were announced. The two 
subsequent releases of the ACS, the 
2007-2011 estimates released in 
December of 2012, and the 2008-2012 
estimates released in December 2013, 
indicate that the 2006-2010 poverty rate 
estimates for certain tracts were 
anomalous and not an accurate 
reflection of the true poverty rate in the 
tract. In order to avoid basing QCT 
designations on a single estimate which 
may be an anomaly due to sampling 
error rather than an accurate reflection 
of local conditions, HUD is adopting the 
method described in this notice 
incorporating three years of estimates. 


Effective Date 


The 2015 lists of DDAs are effective: 

(1) For allocations of credit after 
December 31, 2014; or 

(2) for purposes of IRC Section 
42(h)(4), if the bonds are issued and the 
building is placed in service after 
December 31, 2014. 

If an area is not on a subsequent list 
of DDAs, the 2015 lists are effective for 
the area if: 

(1) The allocation of credit to an 
applicant is made no later than the end 
of the 365-day period after the applicant 
submits a complete application to the 
LIHTC-allocating agency, and the 
submission is made before the effective 
date of the subsequent lists; or 

(2) for purposes of IRC Section 
42(h)(4), if: 

(a) The bonds are issued or the 
building is placed in service no later 
than the end of the 365-day period after 


the applicant submits a complete 
application to the bond-issuing agency, 
and 

(b) the submission is made before the 
effective date of the subsequent lists, 
provided that both the issuance of the 
bonds and the placement in service of 
the building occur after the application 
is submitted. 

An application is deemed to be 
submitted on the date it is filed if the 
application is determined to be 
complete by the credit-allocating or 
bond-issuing agency. A ‘‘complete 
application’”’ means that no more than 
de minimis clarification of the 
application is required for the agency to 
make a decision about the allocation of 
tax credits or issuance of bonds 
requested in the application. 

In the case of a “multiphase project,” 
the DDA or QCT status of the site of the 
project that applies for all phases of the 
project is that which applied when the 
project received its first allocation of 
LIHTC. For purposes of IRC Section 
42(h)(4), the DDA or QCT status of the 
site of the project that applies for all 
phases of the project is that which 
applied when the first of the following 
occurred: (a) The building(s) in the first 
phase were placed in service, or (b) the 
bonds were issued. 

For purposes of this notice, a 
“multiphase project” is defined as a set 
of buildings to be constructed or 
rehabilitated under the rules of the 
LIHTC and meeting the following 
criteria: 

(1) The multiphase composition of the 
project (i.e., total number of buildings 
and phases in project, with a 
description of how many buildings are 
to be built in each phase and when each 
phase is to be completed, and any other 
information required by the agency) is 
made known by the applicant in the 
first application of credit for any 
building in the project, and that 
applicant identifies the buildings in the 
project for which credit is (or will be) 
sought; 

(2) The aggregate amount of LIHTC 
applied for on behalf of, or that would 
eventually be allocated to, the buildings 
on the site exceeds the one-year 
limitation on credits per applicant, as 
defined in the Qualified Allocation Plan 
(QAP) of the LIHTC-allocating agency, 
or the annual per-capita credit authority 
of the LIHTC allocating agency, and is 
the reason the applicant must request 
multiple allocations over 2 or more 
years; and 

(3) All applications for LIHTC for 
buildings on the site are made in 
immediately consecutive years. 

Members of the public are hereby 
reminded that the Secretary of Housing 
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and Urban Development, or the 
Secretary’s designee, has legal authority 
to designate DDAs and QCTs, by 
publishing lists of geographic entities as 
defined by, in the case of DDAs, the 
Census Bureau, the several states and 
the governments of the insular areas of 
the United States and, in the case of 
QCTs, by the Census Bureau; and to 
establish the effective dates of such lists. 
The Secretary of the Treasury, through 
the IRS thereof, has sole legal authority 
to interpret, and to determine and 
enforce compliance with the IRC and 
associated regulations, including 
Federal Register notices published by 
HUD for purposes of designating DDAs 
and QCTs. Representations made by any 
other entity as to the content of HUD 
notices designating DDAs and QCTs that 
do not precisely match the language 
published by HUD should not be relied 
upon by taxpayers in determining what 
actions are necessary to comply with 
HUD notices. 


Interpretive Examples of Effective Date 


For the convenience of readers of this 
notice, interpretive examples are 
provided below to illustrate the 
consequences of the effective date in 
areas that gain or lose DDA status. The 
examples covering DDAs are equally 
applicable to QCT designations. 

(Case A) Project A is located in a 2015 
DDA that is NOT a designated DDA in 
2016. A complete application for tax 
credits for Project A is filed with the 
allocating agency on November 15, 
2015. Credits are allocated to Project A 
on October 30, 2016. Project A is 
eligible for the increase in basis 
accorded a project in a 2015 DDA 
because the application was filed 
BEFORE January 1, 2016 (the assumed 
effective date for the 2016 DDA lists), 
and because tax credits were allocated 
no later than the end of the 365-day 
period after the filing of the complete 
application for an allocation of tax 
credits. 

(Case B) Project B is located in a 2015 
DDA that is NOT a designated DDA in 
2016 or 2017. A complete application 
for tax credits for Project B is filed with 
the allocating agency on December 1, 
2015. Credits are allocated to Project B 
on March 30, 2017. Project B is NOT 
eligible for the increase in basis 
accorded a project in a 2015 DDA 
because, although the application for an 
allocation of tax credits was filed 
BEFORE January 1, 2016 (the assumed 
effective date of the 2016 DDA lists), the 
tax credits were allocated later than the 
end of the 365-day period after the filing 
of the complete application. 





(Case C) Project C is located in a 2015 
DDA that was not a DDA in 2014. 
Project C was placed in service on 
November 15, 2014. A complete 
application for tax-exempt bond 
financing for Project C is filed with the 
bond-issuing agency on January 15, 
2015. The bonds that will support the 
permanent financing of Project C are 
issued on September 30, 2015. Project C 
is NOT eligible for the increase in basis 
otherwise accorded a project in a 2015 
DDA, because the project was placed in 
service BEFORE January 1, 2015. 

(Case D) Project D is located in an area 
that is a DDA in 2015, but is NOT a DDA 
in 2016. A complete application for tax- 
exempt bond financing for Project D is 
filed with the bond-issuing agency on 
October 30, 2015. Bonds are issued for 
Project D on April 30, 2016, but Project 
D is not placed in service until January 
30, 2017. Project D is eligible for the 
increase in basis available to projects 
located in 2015 DDAs because: (1) One 
of the two events necessary for 
triggering the effective date for buildings 
described in Section 42(h)(4)(B) of the 
IRC (the two events being bonds issued 
and buildings placed in service) took 
place on April 30, 2016, within the 365- 
day period after a complete application 
for tax-exempt bond financing was filed, 
(2) the application was filed during a 
time when the location of Project D was 
in a DDA, and (3) both the issuance of 
the bonds and placement in service of 
Project D occurred after the application 
was submitted. 

(Case E) Project E is a multiphase 
project located in a 2015 DDA that is not 
a designated DDA in 2016. The first 
phase of Project E received an allocation 
of credits in 2015, pursuant to an 
application filed March 15, 2015, which 
describes the multiphase composition of 
the project. An application for tax 
credits for the second phase Project E is 
filed with the allocating agency by the 
same entity on March 15, 2016. The 
second phase of Project E is located on 
a contiguous site. Credits are allocated 
to the second phase of Project E on 
October 30, 2016. The aggregate amount 
of credits allocated to the two phases of 
Project E exceeds the amount of credits 
that may be allocated to an applicant in 
one year under the allocating agency’s 
QAP and is the reason that applications 
were made in multiple phases. The 
second phase of Project E is, therefore, 
eligible for the increase in basis 
accorded a project in a 2015 DDA, 
because it meets all of the conditions to 
be a part of a multiphase project. 

(Case F) Project F is a multiphase 
project located in a 2015 DDA that is 
NOT a designated DDA in 2016. The 
first phase of Project F received an 





allocation of credits in 2015, pursuant to 
an application filed March 15, 2015, 
which does not describe the multiphase 
composition of the project. An 
application for tax credits for the second 
phase of Project F is filed with the 
allocating agency by the same entity on 
March 15, 2017. Credits are allocated to 
the second phase of Project F on 
October 30, 2017. The aggregate amount 
of credits allocated to the two phases of 
Project F exceeds the amount of credits 
that may be allocated to an applicant in 
one year under the allocating agency’s 
QAP. The second phase of Project F is, 
therefore, not eligible for the increase in 
basis accorded a project in a 2015 DDA, 
since it does not meet all of the 
conditions for a multiphase project, as 
defined in this notice. The original 
application for credits for the first phase 
did not describe the multiphase 
composition of the project. Also, the 
application for credits for the second 
phase of Project F was not made in the 
year immediately following the first 
phase application year. 


Findings and Certifications 
Environmental Impact 


This notice involves the 
establishment of fiscal requirements or 
procedures that are related to rate and 
cost determinations and do not 
constitute a development decision 
affecting the physical condition of 
specific project areas or building sites. 
Accordingly, under 40 CFR 1508.4 of 
the regulations of the Council on 
Environmental Quality and 24 CFR 
50.19(c)(6) of HUD’s regulations, this 
notice is categorically excluded from 
environmental review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321). 


Federalism Impact 


Executive Order 13132 (entitled 
Federalism’) prohibits an agency from 
publishing any policy document that 
has federalism implications if the 
document either imposes substantial 
direct compliance costs on state and 
local governments and is not required 
by statute, or the document preempts 
state law, unless the agency meets the 
consultation and funding requirements 
of section 6 of the executive order. This 
notice merely designates DDAs as 
required under IRC Section 42, as 
amended, for the use by political 
subdivisions of the states in allocating 
the LIHTC. This notice also details the 
technical method used in making such 
designations. As a result, this notice is 
not subject to review under the order. 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Notices 


59861 











Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Kathy M. O’Regan, 
Assistant Secretary for Policy Development 
and Research. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23684 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210-67-P 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Fish and Wildlife Service 


[FWS-R1-ES-201 4—N204; 
FXES11130100000—145-FF01E00000) 


Endangered Species; Recovery Permit 
Applications 


AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Interior. 

ACTION: Notice of availability; request 
for comments. 








SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, invite the public to 
comment on the following applications 
for recovery permits to conduct 
activities with the purpose of enhancing 
the survival of endangered species. The 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (Act), prohibits certain 
activities with endangered species 
unless a Federal permit allows such 
activity. The Act also requires that we 
invite public comment before issuing 
such permits. 

DATES: To ensure consideration, please 
send your written comments by 
November 3, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: Program Manager for 
Restoration and Endangered Species 
Classification, Ecological Services, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific 
Regional Office, 911 NE. 11th Avenue, 
Portland, OR 97232-4181. Please refer 
to the permit number for the application 
when submitting comments. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Colleen Henson, Fish and Wildlife 
Biologist, at the above address, or by 
telephone (503-231-6131) or fax (503- 
231-6243). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Background 


The Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) 
prohibits certain activities with respect 
to endangered and threatened species 
unless a Federal permit allows such 
activity. Along with our implementing 
regulations in the Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) at 50 CFR part 17, the 
Act provides for certain permits, and 
requires that we invite public comment 
before issuing these permits for 
endangered species. 

A permit granted by us under section 
10(a)(1)(A) of the Act authorizes the 
permittee to conduct activities 


(including take or interstate commerce) 
with respect to U.S. endangered or 
threatened species for scientific 
purposes or enhancement of 
propagation or survival. Our regulations 
implementing section 10(a)(1)(A) of the 
Act for these permits are found at 50 
CFR 17.22 for endangered wildlife 
species, 50 CFR 17.32 for threatened 
wildlife species, 50 CFR 17.62 for 
endangered plant species, and 50 CFR 
17.72 for threatened plant species. 


Application Available for Review and 
Comment 


We invite local, State, and Federal 
agencies and the public to comment on 
the following applications. Please refer 
to the permit number for the application 
when submitting comments. 

Documents and other information 
submitted with these applications are 
available for review by request from the 
Program Manager for Restoration and 
Endangered Species Classification at the 
address listed in the ADDRESSES section 
of this notice, subject to the 
requirements of the Privacy Act (5 
U.S.C. 552a) and the Freedom of 
Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552). 


Permit Number: TE-45531B 


Applicant: State of Hawaii, Division of 
Forestry and Wildlife, Honolulu, 
Hawaii. 


The applicant requests a new permit 
to take (collect eggs, captive propagate, 
and release) the Kauai akialoa 
(Hemignathus procerus), Kauai ‘o‘o 
(Moho braccatus), large Kauai thrush 
(Myadestes myadestinus), Maui akepa 
(Loxops coccineus ochraceus), Molokai 
creeper (Paroreomyza flammea), 
Molokai thrush (Myadestes Janaiensis 
rutha), nukupu‘u (Hemignathus 
lucidus), ‘o‘u (Psittirostra psittacea), 
Oahu creeper (Paroreomyza maculata), 
palila (Loxioides bailleui), and small 
Kauai thrush (Myadestes palmeri); to 
take (collect eggs, capture adults, 
captive propagate, and release) the 
Hawaiian crow or ‘alala (Corvus 
hawaiiensis), Maui parrotbill 
(Pseudonestor xanthophrys), and 
po‘ouli (Melamprosops phaeosoma); 
and to take (collect eggs, capture 
nestlings and adults, captive propagate, 
and release) the akekee (Loxops 
caeruleirostris) and akikiki (Oreomystis 
bairdi) throughout their ranges in 
Hawaii, in conjunction with captive 
breeding and population management 
activities, for the purpose of enhancing 
the species’ survival. 


Permit Number: TE-798744 


Applicant: Kootenai Tribe of Idaho, 
Bonners Ferry, Idaho. 


The applicant requests a permit 
renewal to take (capture, collect, 
measure, mark, attach radio or sonic 
transmitters, collect biological samples, 
captive propagate, and release) the 
Kootenai River population of the white 
sturgeon (Acipenser transmontanus) in 
conjunction with captive propagation 
and scientific research in Idaho and 
Montana for the purpose of enhancing 
the species’ survival. 


Public Availability of Comments 


All comments and materials we 
receive in response to this request will 
be available for public inspection, by 
appointment, during normal business 
hours at the address listed in the 
ADDRESSES section. 

Before including your address, phone 
number, email address, or other 
personal identifying information in your 
comment, you should be aware that 
your entire comment—including your 
personal identifying information—may 
be made publicly available at any time. 
While you can ask us in your comment 
to withhold your personal identifying 
information from public review, we 
cannot guarantee that we will be able to 
do so. 

Authority: We provide this notice under 
section 10 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 

Dated: September 23, 2014. 

Hugh Morrison, 

Acting Regional Director, Pacific Region, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23384 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Bureau of Land Management 
[LLAK930000.L13100000.E10000.241A] 


Notice of National Petroleum Reserve- 
Alaska Oil and Gas Lease Sale 2014 
and the Availability of the Detailed 
Statement of Sale for Oil and Gas 
Lease Sale 2014 in the National 
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska 


AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 
Interior. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) Alaska State Office 
will hold an oil and gas lease sale bid 
opening for tracts in the National 
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska. The United 
States reserves the right to withdraw 
any tract from this sale prior to issuance 
of a written acceptance of a bid. 

DATES: The oil and gas lease sale bid 
opening will be held at 1 p.m. on 
Wednesday, November 19, 2014. Sealed 
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bids must be received by 4 p.m., 
Monday, November 17, 2014. 
ADDRESSES: The oil and gas lease sale 
bids will be opened at the Anchorage 
Federal Building, Denali Room (fourth 
floor), 222 W. 7th Ave., Anchorage, AK. 
Sealed bids must be sent to Carol Taylor 
(AK932), BLM-Alaska State Office; 222 
West 7th Avenue, #13; Anchorage, AK 
99513-7504. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Wayne Svejnoha, 907-271-4407. 
Persons who use a 
telecommunications device for the deaf 
(TDD) may call the Federal Information 
Relay Service (FIRS) at 1-800-877-8339 
to contact the above individual during 
normal business hours. The FIRS is 
available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 
to leave a message or question with the 
above individual. You will receive a 
reply during normal business hours. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: All bids 
must be submitted by sealed bid in 
accordance with the provisions 
identified in the Detailed Statement of 
Sale. The Detailed Statement of Sale for 
the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska 
Oil and Gas Lease Sale 2014 will be 
available to the public immediately after 
publication of this Notice in the Federal 
Register. The Detailed Statement of Sale 
may be obtained from the BLM-Alaska 
Web site at www.blm.gov/ak, or by 
request from the Public Information 
Center, BLM-Alaska State Office; 222 
West 7th Ave., #13; Anchorage, AK 
99513-7504; telephone 907-271-5960. 
The Detailed Statement of Sale will 
include a description of the areas to be 
offered for lease, lease terms, 
conditions, special stipulations, 
required operating procedures, and how 
and where to submit bids. 


Authority: 43 CFR 3131.4-1. 
Ted A. Murphy, 
Associate State Director. 
{FR Doc. 2014-23607 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-JA-P 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


National Park Service 


[NPS-SER-BICY-16532; PPSEBICYOO, 
PPMPSPD1Z. YM0000} 


Cancellation of October 7, 2014, 
Meeting of the Big Cypress National 
Preserve Off-Road Vehicle Advisory 
Committee 


AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior. 
ACTION: Cancellation of Meeting. 





SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. Appendix 1-16), notice is hereby 





given that the October 7, 2014, meeting 
of the Big Cypress National Preserve 
Off-Road Vehicle Advisory Committee 
previously announced in the Federal 
Register, Vol. 79, March 12, 2014, p. 
14080, is cancelled. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Pedro Ramos, Superintendent, Big 
Cypress National Preserve, 33100 
Tamiami Trail East, Ochopee, Florida 
34141-1000, (239) 695-1103. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Committee was established (Federal 
Register, August 1, 2007, pp. 42108- 
42109) pursuant to the Preserve’s 2000 
Recreational Off-Road Vehicle 
Management Plan and the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. 
Appendix 1-16) to examine issues and 
make recommendations regarding the 
management of off-road vehicles in the 
Preserve. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Alma Ripps, 
Chief, Office of Policy. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23651 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-EE-P 





INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 


[USITC SE-14—-032] 
Sunshine Act Meetings 


AGENCY HOLDING THE MEETING: United 
States International Trade Commission. 


TIME AND DATE: October 9, 2014 at 11:00 
a.m. 

PLACE: Room 101, 500 E Street SW., 
Washington, DC 20436, Telephone: 
(202) 205-2000. 


STATUS: Open to the public. 


MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 

1. Agendas for future meetings: none 

2. Minutes 

3. Ratification List 

4. Vote in Inv. Nos. 701-TA-501 and 
731—TA-1226 (Final)(Chlorinated 
Isocyanurates from China and 
Japan). The Commission is 
currently scheduled to complete 
and file its determinations and 
views of the Commission on 
October 21, 2014. 

. Outstanding action jackets: none 


ol 


In accordance with Commission 
policy, subject matter listed above, not 
disposed of at the scheduled meeting, 
may be carried over to the agenda of the 
following meeting. 


By order of the Commission. 


Issued: September 30, 2014. 
William R. Bishop, 
Supervisory Hearings and Information 
Officer. 
{FR Doc. 2014—23721 Filed 10—1—14; 11:15 am] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-P 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 


[USITC SE-14-033] 
Sunshine Act Meeting 


AGENCY HOLDING THE MEETING: United 
States International Trade Commission 
TIME AND DATE: October 10, 2014 at 11:00 
a.m, 
PLACE: Room 101, 500 E Street SW., 
Washington, DC 20436, Telephone: 
(202) 205-2000. 
STATUS: Open to the public 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: 
1. Agendas for future meetings: none 
2. Minutes 
3. Ratification List 
4. Vote in Inv. Nos. 701-TA-523 and 
731-TA-1259 
(Preliminary)(Boltless Steel 
Shelving Units Prepackaged for Sale 
from China). The Commission is 
currently scheduled to complete 
and file its determinations on 
October 10, 2014; views of the 
Commission are currently 
scheduled to be completed and 
filed on October 20, 2014. 
5. Outstanding action jackets: none 
In accordance with Commission 
policy, subject matter listed above, not 
disposed of at the scheduled meeting, 
may be carried over to the agenda of the 
following meeting. 
Issued: September 30, 2014. 
By order of the Commission. 
William R. Bishop, 
Supervisory Hearings and Information 
Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23761 Filed 10-1-14; 4:15 pm] 
BILLING CODE 7020-02-P 


JOINT BOARD FOR THE 
ENROLLMENT OF ACTUARIES 


Invitation for Membership on Advisory 
Committee 


AGENCY: Joint Board for the Enrollment 
of Actuaries. 


ACTION: Request for applications. 





SUMMARY: The Joint Board for the 
Enrollment of Actuaries (Joint Board), 
established under the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 
(ERISA), is responsible for the 
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enrollment of individuals who wish to 
perform actuarial services under ERISA. 
To assist in its examination duties 
mandated by ERISA, the Joint Board has 
established the Advisory Committee on 
Actuarial Examinations (Advisory 
Committee) in accordance with the 
provisions of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (FACA), 5 U.S.C. App. 2. 
The current Advisory Committee 
members’ terms expire on February 28, 
2015. This notice describes the 
Advisory Committee and invites 
applications from those interested in 
serving on the Advisory Committee for 
the March 1, 2015—February 28, 2017, 
term. 


DATES: Applications for membership on 
the Advisory Committee must be 
received by the Executive Director of the 
Joint Board, by no later than December 
5, 2014. 
ADDRESSES: Mail or deliver applications 
to: Patrick W. McDonough; Executive 
Director, Joint Board for the Enrollment 
of Actuaries; Return Preparer Office 
SE:RPO; Internal Revenue Service; 1111 
Constitution Avenue NW.; REFM, Park 
4, Floor 4; Washington, DC 20224. Send 
applications electronically to: 
Patrick.Mcdonough@irs.gov. 

See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION for 
application requirements. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Patrick W. McDonough, Executive 
Director, at (703) 414-2173. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


1. Background 


To qualify for enrollment to perform 
actuarial services under ERISA, an 
applicant must satisfy certain 
experience and knowledge 
requirements, which are set forth in the 
Joint Board’s regulations. An applicant 
may satisfy the knowledge requirement 
by successful completion of Joint Board 
examinations in basic actuarial 
mathematics and methodology and in 
actuarial mathematics and methodology 
relating to pension plans qualifying 
under ERISA. 

The Joint Board, the Society of 
Actuaries, and the American Society of 
Pension Professionals & Actuaries 
jointly offer examinations acceptable to 
the Joint Board for enrollment purposes 
and acceptable to the other two actuarial 
organizations as part of their respective 
examination programs 


2. Scope of Advisory Committee Duties 


The Advisory Committee plays an 
integral role in the examination program 
by assisting the Joint Board in offering 
examinations that enable examination 
candidates to demonstrate the 
knowledge necessary to qualify for 


enrollment. The Advisory Committee’s 
duties, which are strictly advisory, 
include (1) recommending topics for 
inclusion on the Joint Board 
examinations, (2) reviewing and drafting 
examination questions, (3) 
recommending examinations, (4) 
reviewing examination results and 
recommending passing scores, and (5) 
providing other recommendations and 
advice relative to the examinations, as 
requested by the Joint Board. 


3. Member Terms and Responsibilities 


Members are appointed for a 2-year 
term. The upcoming term will begin on 
March 1, 2015, and end on February 28, 
2017. Members may seek reappointment 
for additional consecutive terms. 

Members are expected to attend 
approximately 4 meetings each calendar 
year and are reimbursed for travel 
expenses in accordance with applicable 
government regulations. In general, 
members are expected to devote 125 to 
175 hours, including meeting time, to 
the work of the Advisory Committee 
over the course of a year. 


4. Member Selection 


The Joint Board seeks to appoint an 
Advisory Committee that is fairly 
balanced in terms of points of view 
represented and functions to be 
performed. Every effort is made to 
ensure that most points of view extant 
in the enrolled actuary profession are 
represented on the Advisory Committee. 
To that end, the Joint Board seeks to 
appoint several members from each of 
the main practice areas of the enrolled 
actuary profession, including small 
employer plans, large employer plans, 
and multiemployer plans. In addition, 
to ensure diversity of points of view, the 
Joint Board limits the number of 
members affiliated with any one 
actuarial organization or employed with 
any one firm. 

Membership normally will be limited 
to actuaries currently enrolled by the 
Joint Board. However, individuals 
having academic or other special 
qualifications of particular value for the 
Advisory Committee’s work also will be 
considered for membership. Federally- 
registered lobbyists and individuals 
affiliated with Joint Board enrollment 
examination preparation courses are not 
eligible to serve on the Advisory 
Committee. 


5. Member Designation 


Advisory Committee members are 
appointed as Special Government 
Employees (SGEs). As such, members 
are subject to certain ethical standards 
applicable to SGEs. Upon appointment, 
each member will be required to 


provide written confirmation that he/ 
she does not have a financial interest in 
a Joint Board examination preparation 
course. In addition, each member will 
be required to attend annual ethics 
training. 


6. Application Requirements 


To receive consideration, an 
individual interested in serving on the 
Advisory Committee must submit (1) a 
signed, cover letter expressing interest 
in serving on the Advisory Committee 
and describing his/her professional 
qualifications, and (2) a resume and/or 
curriculum vitae. Applications may be 
submitted by regular mail, overnight 
and express delivery services, and 
email. In all cases, the cover letter must 
contain an original signature. 
Applications must be received by 
December 5, 2014. 


Dated: September 26, 2014. 


Patrick W. McDonough, 


Executive Director, Joint Board for the 
Enrollment of Actuaries. 


{FR Doc. 2014—23565 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4830-01-P 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration 

[Docket No. OSHA-2007-0043] 


TUV SUD America, Inc.; Application for 
Expansion of Recognition 


AGENCY: Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration, Labor. 


ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: In this notice, OSHA _ ss 
announces the application of TUV SUD 
America, Inc. for expansion of its 
recognition as a Nationally Recognized 
Testing Laboratory (NRTL) and presents 
the Agency’s preliminary finding to 
grant the application. 

DATES: Submit comments, information, 
and documents in response to this 
notice, or requests for an extension of 
time to make a submission, on or before 
October 20, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: Submit comments by any of 
the following methods: 

1. Electronically: Submit comments 
and attachments electronically at 
http://www.regulations.gov, which is 
the Federal eRulemaking Portal. Follow 
the instructions online for making 
electronic submissions. 

2. Facsimile: If submissions, 
including attachments, are not longer 
than 10 pages, commenters may fax 
them to the OSHA Docket Office at (202) 
693-1648. 
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3. Regular or express mail, hand 
delivery, or messenger (courier) service: 
Submit comments, requests, and any 
attachments to the OSHA Docket Office, 
Docket No. OSHA-—2007-0043, 
Technical Data Center, U.S. Department 
of Labor, 200 Constitution Avenue NW., 
Room N—2625, Washington, DC 20210; 
telephone: (202) 693-2350 (TTY 
number: (877) 889-5627). Note that 
security procedures may result in 
significant delays in receiving 
comments and other written materials 
by regular mail. Contact the OSHA 
Docket Office for information about 
security procedures concerning delivery 
of materials by express mail, hand 
delivery, or messenger service. The 
hours of operation for the OSHA Docket 
Office are 8:15 a.m.—4:45 p.m., e.t. 

4. Instructions: All submissions must 
include the Agency name and the OSHA 
docket number (OSHA—2007-0043). 
OSHA places comments and other 
materials, including any personal 
information, in the public docket 
without revision, and these materials 
will be available online at http:// 
www.regulations.gov. Therefore, the 
Agency cautions commenters about 
submitting statements they do not want 
made available to the public, or 
submitting comments that contain 
personal information (either about 
themselves or others) such as Social 
Security numbers, birth dates, and 
medical data. 

5. Docket: To read or download 
submissions or other material in the 
docket, go to Attp://www.regulations.gov 
or the OSHA Docket Office at the 
address above. All documents in the 
docket are listed in the http:// 
www.regulations.gov index; however, 
some information (e.g., copyrighted 
material) is not publicly available to 
read or download through the Web site. 
All submissions, including copyrighted 
material, are available for inspection 
and copying at the OSHA Docket Office. 
Contact the OSHA Docket Office for 
assistance in locating docket 
submissions. 

6. Extension of comment period: 
Submit requests for an extension of the 
comment period on or before October 
20, 2014 to the Office of Technical 


Programs and Coordination Activities, 
Directorate of Technical Support and 
Emergency Management, Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration, U.S. 
Department of Labor, 200 Constitution 
Avenue NW., Room N-3655, 
Washington, DC 20210, or by fax to 
(202) 693-1644. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Information regarding this notice is 
available from the following sources: 

Press inquiries: Contact Mr. Frank 
Meilinger, Director, OSHA Office of 
Communications, U.S. Department of 
Labor, 200 Constitution Avenue NW., 
Room N-3647, Washington, DC 20210; 
telephone: (202) 693-1999; email: 
apna paneer Ns: ov. 

General and technical information: 
Contact Mr. Kevin Robinson, Office of 
Technical Programs and Coordination 
Activities, Directorate of Technical 
Support and Emergency Management, 
Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Labor, 200 Constitution Avenue NW., 
Room N-3655, Washington, DC 20210; 
phone: (202) 693-2110 or email: 
robinson.kevin@dol.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


I. Notice of the Application for 
Expansion 


The Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration is providing notice that 
TUV SUD America, Inc. (TUVAM), is 
applying for expansion of its current 
recognition as an NRTL. TUVAM 
requests the addition of one test 
standard to its NRTL scope of 
recognition. 

OSHA recognition of an NRTL 
signifies that the organization meets the 
requirements specified in 29 CFR 
1910.7. Recognition is an 
acknowledgment that the organization 
can perform independent safety testing 
and certification of the specific products 
covered within its scope of recognition. 
Each NRTL’s scope of recognition 
includes (1) the type of products the 
NRTL may test, with each type specified 
by its applicable test standard; and (2) 
the recognized site(s) that has/have the 
technical capability to perform the 
product-testing and product- 
certification activities for test standards 


within the NRTL’s scope. Recognition is 
not a delegation or grant of government 
authority; however, recognition enables 
employers to use products approved by 
the NRTL to meet OSHA standards that 
require product testing and certification. 


The Agency processes applications by 
an NRTL for initial recognition and for 
an expansion or renewal of this 
recognition, following requirements in 
Appendix A to 29 CFR 1910.7. This 
appendix requires that the Agency 
publish two notices in the Federal 
Register in processing an application. In 
the first notice, OSHA announces the 
application and provides its preliminary 
finding. In the second notice, the 
Agency provides its final decision on 
the application. These notices set forth 
the NRTL’s scope of recognition or 
modifications of that scope. OSHA 
maintains an informational Web page 
for each NRTL, including TUVAM, 
which details the NRTL’s scope of 
recognition. These pages are available 
from the OSHA Web site at http:// 
www.osha.gov/dts/otpca/nrtl/ 
index.html. 


TUVAM currently has three facilities 
(sites) recognized by OSHA for product 
testing and certification, with its 
headquarters located at: TUV SUD 
America, Inc., 10 Centennial Drive, 
Peabody, Massachusetts 01960. A 
complete list of TUVAM’s scope of 
recognition is available at http:// 
www.osha.gov/dts/otpca/nrtl/ 
tuvam.html. 


II. General Background on the 
Application 


TUVAM submitted an application, 
dated June 9, 2014 (Exhibit 14-1— 
TUVAM Request for Expansion), to 
expand its recognition to include one 
additional test standard. OSHA staff 
performed a comparability analysis and 
reviewed other pertinent information. 
OSHA did not perform any on-site 
reviews in relation to this application. 


Table 1 below lists the appropriate 
test standards found in TUVAM’s 
application for expansion for testing and 
certification of products under the 
NRTL Program. 


TABLE 1—PROPOSED APPROPRIATE TEST STANDARD FOR INCLUSION IN TUVAM’S NRTL SCOPE OF RECOGNITION 


Test standard 


AAMI ES60601-1 


Test standard title 


essential performance. 


Medical electrical equipment—Part 1: General requirements for basic safety and 
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III. Preliminary Findings on the 
Application 


TUVAM submitted an acceptable 
application for expansion of its scope of 
recognition. OSHA’s review of the 
application file, and the comparability 
analysis, indicate that TUVAM can meet 
the requirements prescribed by 29 CFR 
1910.7 for expanding its recognition to 
include the addition of this one test 
standard for NRTL testing and 
certification listed above. This 
preliminary finding does not constitute 
an interim or temporary approval of 
TUVAM’s application. 


OSHA welcomes public comment as 
to whether TUVAM meets the 
requirements of 29 CFR 1910.7 for 
expansion of its recognition as an NRTL. 
Comments should consist of pertinent 
written documents and exhibits. 
Commenters needing more time to 
comment must submit a request in 
writing, stating the reasons for the 
request. Commenters must submit the 
written request for an extension by the 
due date for comments. OSHA will limit 
any extension to 10 days unless the 
requester justifies a longer period. 
OSHA may deny a request for an 
extension if the request is not 
adequately justified. To obtain or review 
copies of the exhibits identified in this 
notice, as well as comments submitted 
to the docket, contact the Docket Office, 
Room N-2625, Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration, U.S. Department 
of Labor, at the above address. These 
materials also are available online at 
http://www.regulations.gov under 
Docket No. OSHA-—2007-0043. 


OSHA staff will review all comments 
to the docket submitted in a timely 
manner and, after addressing the issues 
raised by these comments, will 
recommend to the Assistant Secretary 
for Occupational Safety and Health 
whether to grant TUVAM’s application 
for expansion of its scope of recognition. 
The Assistant Secretary will make the 
final decision on granting the 
application. In making this decision, the 
Assistant Secretary may undertake other 
proceedings prescribed in Appendix A 
to 29 CFR 1910.7. OSHA will publish a 
public notice of its final decision in the 
Federal Register. 


IV. Authority and Signature 


David Michaels, Ph.D., MPH, 
Assistant Secretary of Labor for 
Occupational Safety and Health, 200 
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington, 
DC 20210, authorized the preparation of 
this notice. Accordingly, the Agency is 
issuing this notice pursuant to 29 U.S.C. 
657(g)(2), Secretary of Labor’s Order No. 


1—2012 (77 FR 3912, Jan. 25, 2012), and 
29 CFR 1910.7. 

Signed at Washington, DC, on September 
29, 2014. 
David Michaels, 


Assistant Secretary of Labor for Occupational 
Safety and Health. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23606 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-26-P 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration 


[Docket No. OSHA-2014—0007] 


Advisory Committee on Construction 
Safety and Health (ACCSH); Notice of 
Intent To Renew the Charter 


AGENCY: Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA), Labor. 


ACTION: Notice of intent to renew the 
ACCSH Charter. 





SUMMARY: The Secretary of Labor 
intends to renew the Charter of the 
Advisory Committee on Construction 
Safety and Health. The current ACCSH 
Charter will expire on November 26, 
2014. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Damon S. Bonneau, Office of 
Construction Services, Directorate of 
Construction, Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration, Room N-3468, 
U.S. Department of Labor, 200 
Constitution Avenue NW., Washington, 
DC 20210; telephone (202) 693-2020 
(TTY (877) 889-5627); email 
bonneau.damon@dol.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: ACCSH is 
a continuing advisory committee 
established under Section 107 of the 
Contract Work Hours and Safety 
Standards Act (Construction Safety Act 
(CSA)) (40 U.S.C. 3704(d)(4)), to advise 
the Secretary and the Assistant 
Secretary of Labor for Occupational 
Safety and Health in the formulation of 
construction safety and health standards 
as well as on policy matters arising 
under the CSA and the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (OSH 
Act) (29 U.S.C. 651 et seq.). 

In accordance with the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (FACA), as 
amended (5 U.S.C. App. 2 § 14(b)(2)), 
and its implementing regulations (41 
CFR part 102-3 et seq.), the ACCSH 
Charter must be renewed every two 
years. The current ACCSH Charter will 
expire on November 26, 2014. The new 
Charter includes minor updates to 
reflect increases in the full-time 
employees required to support the 
Committee (1.5 to 1.8) and minor 


updates to better describe the 
management of the Committee’s records. 


Authority and Signature 


David Michaels, Ph.D., MPH, 
Assistant Secretary of Labor for 
Occupational Safety and Health, 
directed the preparation of this notice. 
The authority for this notice is granted 
by section 7 of the Occupational Safety 
and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 656), 
section 107 of the Contract Work Hours 
and Safety Standards Act (Construction 
Safety Act) (40 U.S.C. 3704), the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App. 
2), 29 CFR part 1912, 41 CFR part 102- 
3, and Secretary of Labor’s Order No. 
1—2012 (77 FR 3912, Jan. 25, 2012). 

Signed at Washington, DC, on September 
29, 2014. 

David Michaels, 


Assistant Secretary of Labor for Occupational 
Safety and Health. 


[FR Doc. 2014—23603 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510-26-P 





NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 


[Notice: 14-098] 
Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel; 
Meeting 


AGENCY: National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA). 
ACTION: Notice of Meeting. 





SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, Public 
Law 92-463, as amended, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
announces a forthcoming meeting of the 
Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel. 
DATES: Wednesday, October 29, 2014, 
1:00 p.m. to 2:30 p.m., Local Time. 
ADDRESSES: NASA Marshall Space 
Flight Center, Building 4220, Room 
1103, Huntsville, Alabama 35812. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. 
Marian Norris, Aerospace Safety 
Advisory Panel Administrative Officer, 
National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, Washington, DC 20546, 
(202) 358-4452 or mnorris@nasa.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel 
(ASAP) will hold its Fourth Quarterly 
Meeting for 2014. This discussion is 
pursuant to carrying out its statutory 
duties for which the Panel reviews, 
identifies, evaluates, and advises on 
those program activities, systems, 
procedures, and management activities 
that can contribute to program risk. 
Priority is given to those programs that 
involve the safety of human flight. The 
agenda will include: 
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Updates on the Exploration Systems 

Development 
Updates on the Commercial Crew 

Program 
Updates on the International Space 

Station Program 
Overview of the Asteroid Redirect 

Mission 

The meeting will be open to the 
public up to the seating capacity of the 
room. Seating will be on a first-come 
basis. This meeting is also available 
telephonically. Any interested person 
may call the USA toll free conference 
call number (800) 857—7040; pass code 
6749544. Attendees will be required to 
sign a visitor’s register. All U.S. citizens 
desiring to attend the Aerospace Safety 
Advisory Panel meeting at the Marshall 
Space Flight Center must provide their 
full name, company affiliation (if 
applicable), driver’s license number and 
state, citizenship, place of birth, and 
date of birth to the Marshall Space 
Flight Center Protective Services Office 
no later than close of business on 
October 24, 2014. 

All non-U.S. citizens must submit 
their name; current address; driver’s 
license number and state (if applicable); 
citizenship; company affiliation (if 
applicable) to include address, 
telephone number, and title; place of 
birth; date of birth; U.S. visa 
information to include type, number, 
and expiration date; U.S. Social Security 
number (if applicable); Permanent 
Resident card (green card) number and 
expiration date (if applicable); place and 
date of entry into the U.S.; and passport 
information to include country of issue, 
number, and expiration date to the 
Marshall Space Flight Center Security 
Office no later than close of business on 
October 22, 2014. If the above 
information is not received by the noted 
dates, attendees should expect a 
minimum delay of two (2) hours. 

Please provide the appropriate data, 
via fax at (256) 544-2101, noting at the 
top of the page ‘Public Admission to 
the ASAP Meeting at MSFC.” For 
security questions, please call Becky 
Hopson at (256) 544-4541. All visitors 
to this meeting will be required to 
process in through the Redstone/ 
Marshall Space Flight Center Joint 
Visitor Control Center located on 
Rideout Road, north of Gate 9, prior to 
entering Marshall Space Flight Center. 

At the beginning of the meeting, 
members of the public may make a 5- 
minute verbal presentation to the Panel 
on the subject of safety in NASA. To do 
so, please contact Ms. Marian Norris at 
mnorris@nasa.gov at least 48 hours in 
advance. Any member of the public is 
permitted to file a written statement 


with the Panel at the time of the 
meeting. Verbal presentations and 
written comments should be limited to 
the subject of safety in NASA. It is 
imperative that the meeting be held on 
this date to accommodate the 
scheduling priorities of the key 
participants. 


Patricia D. Rausch, 

Advisory Committee Management Officer, 
National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration. 

{FR Doc. 2014-23622 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7510-13-P 





NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


Notice of Meeting of the Advisory 
Committee for Social, Behavioral and 
Economic Sciences 


In accordance with the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92- 
463, as amended), the National Science 
Foundation announces the following 
meeting: 

Name: Advisory Committee for 
Social, Behavioral and Economic 
Sciences (#1171). 

Date/Time: October 30, 2014; 8:30 
a.m. to 5 p.m., October 31, 2014; 9 a.m. 
to 12:15 p.m. 

Place: National Science Foundation, 
4201 Wilson Boulevard, Stafford I, 
Room 1235, Arlington, VA 22230, 

Type of Meeting: Open. 

Contact Person: Dr. Deborah Olster, 
Office of the Assistant Director, 
Directorate for Social, Behavioral and 
Economic Sciences, National Science 
Foundation, 4201 Wilson Boulevard, 
Room 905, Arlington, Virginia 22230; 
Telephone 703-292-8700. 

Summary of Minutes: May be 
obtained from contact person listed 
above. 

Purpose of Meeting: To provide 
advice and recommendations to the 
National Science Foundation on major 
goals and policies pertaining to Social, 
Behavioral and Economic Sciences 
Directorate (SBE) programs and 
activities. 


Agenda: 


Thursday, October 30, 2014 8:30 a.m.— 
5:00 p.m. 


e Directorate Update: Dr. Fay Lomax 
Cook. 

e Joint Meeting of SBE Advisory 
Committee (AC) and NSF Advisory 
Committee for Cyberinfrastructure. 

e Reproducibility and Data Sharing. 

e Privacy and Confidentiality. 

e Report from SBE AC Subcommittee 
on Replicability in Science. 

e Report from SBE AC Subcommittee 
on Advancing SBE Survey Research. 


e Directions for SBE Science in the 
21th Century: Beyond the Mosaic. 
e Meeting with NSF Leadership. 


Friday, October 31, 2014; 9 a.m.-12:15 
p.m. 

e National Center for Science and 
Engineering Statistics. 

e Understanding the Brain. 

e Agenda and Dates for Future 
Meetings, Assignments and Concluding 
Remarks. 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 

Suzanne Plimpton, 

Acting, Committee Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23590 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7555-01-P 





NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


Notice of Meeting of the Advisory 
Committee for Education and Human 
Resources 


In accordance with the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (Pub. L. 92- 
463, as amended), the National Science 
Foundation announces the following 
meeting: 

Name: Advisory Committee for 
Education and Human Resources 
(#1119). 

Date/Time: November 5, 2014; 8:30 
a.m.—5 p.m.; November 6, 2014; 8:30 
a.m.—2:30p.m. 

Place: NSF Headquarters, Room 375, 
4201 Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, VA 
22230. 

Operated assisted teleconference is 
available for this meeting. Call 800- 
857-3133 with password EHR AC and 
you will be connected to the audio 
portion of the meeting. 

To attend the meeting in person, all 
visitors must contact the Directorate for 
Education and Human Resources (ehr_ 
ac@nsf.gov) at least 24 hours prior to the 
teleconference to arrange for a visitor’s 
badge. All visitors must report to the 
NSF visitor desk located in the lobby at 
the 9th and N. Stuart Streets entrance on 
the day of the teleconference to receive 
a visitor’s badge. 

Meeting materials and minutes will 
also be available on the EHR Advisory 
Committee Web site at http:// 
www.nsf.gov/ehr/advisory.jsp. 

Type of Meeting: Open, 
teleconference. 

Contact Person: Teresa Caravelli, 
National Science Foundation, 4201 
Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, VA 22230, 
(703) 292-8600; ehr_ac@nsf.gov. 

Purpose of Meeting: To provide 
advice with respect to the Foundation’s 
science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics (STEM) education and 
human resources programming. 
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Agenda 


Wednesday, November 5, 2014 8:30 
a.m.—5 p.m.: 


e Introduction by Joan Ferrini- 
Mundy, Assistant Director for Education 
and Human Resources. 

e Program discussions on 
implementing the report ‘Strategic Re- 
Envisioning for the Education and 
Human Resources Directorate”. 

e Panel and Discussion on New 
Directions in Assessment Metrics. 

e Business from NSF Advisory 
Committees and Directorates. 


Thursday, November 6, 2014 8:30 a.m.— 
2:30 p.m.: 

e Panel and Discussion on Models 
and Theories for Big Data Use in 
Educations Research. 

e Welcome from Dr. France Cordova, 
NSF Director. 

e Plenary Session Discussion on 
Replication and Reproducibility of 
Science Findings in STEM Education. 

e Recognition, Closing Remarks, and 
Wrap Up. 

Dated: September 30, 2014. 

Suzanne Plimpton, 

Acting, Committee Management Officer. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23591 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7555-01-P 


NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


[Docket No. NRC-—2013-0088] 


Agency Information Collection 
Activities: Proposed Collection; 
Comment Request 


AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 

ACTION: Notice of pending NRC action to 
submit an information collection 
request to the Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) and solicitation of public 
comment. 





SUMMARY: The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) invites public 
comment about our intention to request 
the OMB’s approval for renewal of an 
existing information collection that is 
summarized below. We are required to 
publish this notice in the Federal 
Register under the provisions of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35). 

Information pertaining to the 
requirement to be submitted: 

1. The title of the information 
collection: 10 CFR Part 95, Facility 
Security Clearance and Safeguarding of 
National Security Information and 
Restricted Data. 


2. Current OMB approval number: 
3150-0047. 

3. How often the collection is 
required: On Occasion. 

4. Who is required or asked to report: 
NRC-regulated facilities and their 
contractors who require access to, and 
possession of, NRC classified 
information. 

5. The number of annual respondents: 
110. 

6. The number of hours needed 
annually to complete the requirement or 
request: 984.7 (832.7 reporting hours + 
152 recordkeeping hours). 

7. Abstract: NRC-regulated facilities 
and their contractors who are 
authorized to possess classified matter 
are required to provide information and 
maintain records to ensure that an 
adequate level of protection is provided 
to NRC classified information and 
material. This clearance is being revised 
to add a voluntary form (NRC Form 
450F) for fulfilling reporting 
requirements under § 95.17 of Title 10 
of the Code of Federal Regulations. 

Submit, by December 2, 2014, 
comments that address the following 
questions: 

1. Is the proposed collection of 
information necessary for the NRC to 
properly perform its functions? Does the 
information have practical utility? 

2. Is the burden estimate accurate? 

3. Is there a way to enhance the 
quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information to be collected? 

4. How can the burden of the 
information collection be minimized, 
including the use of automated 
collection techniques or other forms of 
information technology? 

The public may examine, and have 
copied for a fee, publicly-available 
documents, including the draft 
supporting statement, at the NRC’s 
Public Document Room, Room O-1F21, 
One White Flint North, 11555 Rockville 
Pike, Rockville, Maryland 20852. The 
OMB clearance requests are available at 
the NRC’s Web site: Attp://www.nrc.gov/ 
public-involve/doc-comment/omb/. The 
document will be available on the 
NRC’s home page site for 60 days after 
the signature date of this notice. 

Comments submitted in writing or in 
electronic form will be made available 
for public inspection. Because your 
comments will not be edited to remove 
any identifying or contact information, 
the NRC cautions you against including 
any information in your submission that 
you do not want to be publicly 
disclosed. Comments submitted should 
reference Docket No. NRC—2013-0088. 
You may submit your comments by any 
of the following methods: Electronic 
comments: go to http:// 


www.regulations.gov and search for 
Docket No. NRC-—2013-—0088; or mail 
comments to the NRC’s Clearance 
Officer, Tremaine Donnell (T—5 F42), 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001. 

Questions about the information 
collection requirements may be directed 
to the NRC’s Clearance Officer, 
Tremaine Donnell (T—5 F42), U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 20555-0001, telephone: 
301-415-6258, or by email to http:// 
www.INFOCOLLECTS.Resource@ 
NRC.GOV. 

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 29th day 
of September 2014. 

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 
Tremaine Donnell, 

NRC Clearance Officer, Office of Information 
Services. 

[FR Doc. 2014—23598 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P 





NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 


[Docket No. 50-341; ASLBP No. 14—933- 
01-LR-BD01] 


DTE Electric Company (Fermi Nuclear 
Power Plant, Unit 2); Notice of Atomic 
Safety and Licensing Board 
Reconstitution 


Pursuant to 10 CFR 2.313(c) and 
2.321(b), the Atomic Safety and 
Licensing Board (Board) in the above- 
captioned Fermi Nuclear Power Plant, 
Unit 2 license renewal proceeding is 
hereby reconstituted by appointing 
Administrative Judge Gary S. Arnold to 
serve on the Board in place of 
Administrative Judge Paul B. Abramson. 

All correspondence, documents, and 
other materials shall continue to be filed 
in accordance with the NRC E-Filing 
rule. See 10 CFR. 2.302 et seq. 

Issued at Rockville, Maryland this 29th day 
of September 2014. 

E. Roy Hawkens, 

Chief Administrative Judge, Atomic Safety 
and Licensing Board Panel. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23667 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7590-01-P 


POSTAL REGULATORY COMMISSION 
[Docket Nos. MT2013-1; Order No. 2198] 


New Postal Product 


AGENCY: Postal Regulatory Commission. 
ACTION: Notice. 
SUMMARY: The Commission is noticing a 


recent Postal Service filing concerning a 
request for extension and expansion of 
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Metro Post market test. This notice 
informs the public of the filing, invites 
public comment, and takes other 
administrative steps. 

DATES: Comments are due: October 9, 
2014. 


ADDRESSES: Submit comments 
electronically via the Commission’s 
Filing Online system at http:// 
www.prc.gov. Those who cannot submit 
comments electronically should contact 
the person identified in the FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT section by 
telephone for advice on filing 
alternatives. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
David A. Trissell, General Counsel, at 
202-789-6820. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Table of Contents 


I. Introduction 
Il. Notice of Commission Action 
III. Ordering Paragraphs 


I. Introduction 


On September 19, 2014, the Postal 
Service filed a request, pursuant to 39 
U.S.C. 3641(d)(2) and Order No. 1539, to 
extend the duration of the Metro Post 
market test for an additional year and to 
expand the test to additional markets 
across the nation during this additional 
vear.! The Metro Post market test is 
currently set to expire on December 16, 
2014. Request at 1. Metro Post is 
currently being tested in the San 
Francisco and New York City 
metropolitan areas. /d. 

The Postal Service intends to expand 
the Metro Post market test to a number 
of additional markets over the next year 
so that it can examine the market for 
same-day delivery in a wider range of 
metropolitan areas. /d. The Postal 
Service explains that it is necessary to 
test a variety of metropolitan areas to 
determine the operational feasibility 
and desirability of making Metro Post a 
permanent product. /d. at 1-2. 

Accordingly, the Postal Service 
requests to extend the Metro Post 
market test for one additional year, until 
December 16, 2015, and to expand the 
test into other metropolitan areas over 
the coming year. /d. at 2. The Postal 
Service asserts that all other aspects of 
the Metro Post market test remains 
unchanged, and in compliance with 39 
U.S.C. 3641 and Commission Order No. 
1539. Id. 


II. Notice of Filing 


The Commission reopens Docket No. 
MT2013-1 to consider matters raised by 


1 Request of the United States Postal Service for 
Extension and Expansion of Metro Post Market 





the Postal Service’s Request. Interested 
persons may submit comments on 
whether the Postal Service’s filing in the 
captioned docket is consistent with the 
policies of 39 U.S.C. 3641. Comments 
are due no later than October 9, 2014. 
The filing can be accessed via the 
Commission’s Web site (http:// 

www. pIc.gov). 

The Commission appoints Elisabeth 
S. Shellan to represent the interests of 
the general public (Public 
Representative) in this docket. 


III. Ordering Paragraphs 

It is ordered: 

1. The Commission reopens Docket 
No. MT2013-1 to consider matters 
raised by the Postal Service’s Request. 

2. Pursuant to 39 U.S.C. 505, the 
Commission appoints Elisabeth S. 
Shellan to serve as an officer of the 
Commission (Public Representative) to 
represent the interests of the general 
public in this proceeding. 

3. Comments are due no later than 
October 9, 2014. 

4. The Secretary shall arrange for 
publication of this order in the Federal 
Register. 

By the Commission. 

Ruth Ann Abrams, 

Acting Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23615 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7710-FW-P 





RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 


Agency Forms Submitted for OMB 
Review, Request for Comments 


Summary: In accordance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. Chapter 35), the Railroad 
Retirement Board (RRB) is forwarding 
an Information Collection Request (ICR) 
to the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs (OIRA), Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB). Our 
ICR describes the information we seek 
to collect from the public. Review and 
approval by OIRA ensures that we 
impose appropriate paperwork burdens. 

The RRB invites comments on the 
proposed collection of information to 
determine (1) the practical utility of the 
collection; (2) the accuracy of the 
estimated burden of the collection; (3) 
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information that is the 
subject of collection; and (4) ways to 
minimize the burden of collections on 
respondents, including the use of 
automated collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology. 


Test, September 19, 2014 (Request). See also Order 


Comments to the RRB or OIRA must 
contain the OMB control number of the 
ICR. For proper consideration of your 
comments, it is best if the RRB and 
OIRA receive them within 30 days of 
the publication date. 

The RRB uses a Personal 
Identification Number (PIN)/Password 
system that allows RRB customers to 
conduct business with the agency 
electronically. As part of the system, the 
RRB collects information needed to 
establish a unique PIN/Password that 
allows customer access to RRB Internet- 
based services. The information 
collected is matched against records of 
the railroad employee that are 
maintained by the RRB. If the 
information is verified, the request is 
approved and the RRB mails a Password 
Request Code (PRC) to the requestor. If 
the information provided cannot be 
verified, the requestor is advised to 
contact the nearest field office of the 
RRB to resolve the discrepancy. Once a 
PRC is obtained from the RRB, the 
requestor can apply for a PIN/Password 
online. Once the PIN/Password has been 
established, the requestor has access to 
RRB Internet-based services. 

Completion is voluntary, however, the 
RRB will be unable to provide a PRC or 
allow a requestor to establish a PIN/ 
Password (thereby denying system 
access), if the requests are not 
completed. 

Previous Requests for Comments: The 
RRB has already published the initial 
60-day notice (79 FR 41604 on July 16, 
2014) required by 44 U.S.C. 3506(c)(2). 
That request elicited no comments. 


Information Collection Request (ICR) 


Title: Request for Internet Services. 
OMB Control Number: 3220-0198. 
Form(s) submitted: N/A. 

Type of request: Extension of a 
currently approved collection. 

Affected public: Individuals or 
Households. 

Abstract: The Railroad Retirement 
Board collects information needed to 
provide customers with the ability to 
request a Password Request Code and 
subsequently, to establish an individual 
PIN/Password, the initial steps in 
providing the option of conducting 
transactions with the RRB on a routine 
basis through the Internet. 

Changes proposed: The RRB proposes 
no changes to the PRC and PIN/ 
Password screens. 

The burden estimate for the ICR is as 


follows: 


No. 1539, Order Approving Metro Post Market Test, 
November 14, 2012. 
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Form number 


PRC 


Additional Information or Comments: 
Copies of the forms and supporting 
documents can be obtained from Dana 
Hickman at (312) 751-4981 or 
Dana.Hickman@RRB.GOV. 

Comments regarding the information 
collection should be addressed to 
Charles Mierzwa, Railroad Retirement 
Board, 844 North Rush Street, Chicago, 
Illinois 60611-2092 or 
Charles.Mierzwa@RRB.GOV and to the 
OMB Desk Officer for the RRB, Fax: 
202-395-6974, Email address: OIRA_ 
Submission@omb.eop.gov. 


Charles Mierzwa, 

Chief of Information Resources Management. 
[FR Doc. 2014—23589 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 7905-01-P 





SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 


Upon Written Request, Copies Available 
From: Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Office of Investor 
Education and Advocacy, 
Washington, DC 20549-0213. 


Extension: 
Rule 498, SEC File No. 270-574, OMB 
Control No. 3235-0648. 


Notice is hereby given that, pursuant 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seg.) (“Paperwork 
Reduction Act’’), the Securities and 
Exchange Commission (‘the 
Commission”’) has submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(““OMB’’) a request for extension of the 
previously approved collection of 
information discussed below. 

Rule 498 (17 CFR 230.498) under the 
Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 77a et 
seq.) (‘Securities Act’’) permits open- 
end management investment companies 
(‘‘funds’’) to satisfy their prospectus 
delivery obligations under the Securities 
Act by sending or giving key 
information directly to investors in the 
form of a summary prospectus 
(‘Summary Prospectus’’) and providing 
the statutory prospectus on a Web site. 
Upon an investor’s request, funds are 
also required to send the statutory 
prospectus to the investor. In addition, 
under rule 498, a fund that relies on the 


rule to meet its statutory prospectus 
delivery obligations must make 
available, free of charge, the fund’s 
current Summary Prospectus, statutory 
prospectus, statement of additional 
information, and most recent annual 
and semi-annual reports to shareholders 
at the Web site address specified in the 
required Summary Prospectus legend. 
A Summary Prospectus that complies 
with rule 498 is deemed to be a 
prospectus that is authorized under 
Section 10(b) of the Securities Act and 
Section 24(g) of the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a—1 
et seq.). 

The purpose of rule 498 is to enable 
a fund to provide investors with a 
Summary Prospectus containing key 
information necessary to evaluate an 
investment in the fund. Unlike many 
other federal information collections, 
which are primarily for the use and 
benefit of the collecting agency, this 
information collection is primarily for 
the use and benefit of investors. The 
information filed with the Commission 
also permits the verification of 
compliance with securities law 
requirements and assures the public 
availability and dissemination of the 
information. 

Based on an analysis of fund filings, 
the Commission estimates that 
approximately 9,082 portfolios are using 
a Summary Prospectus. The 
Commission estimates that the annual 
hourly burden per portfolio associated 
with the compilation of the information 
required on the cover page or the 
beginning of the Summary Prospectus is 
0.5 hours, and estimates that the annual 
hourly burden per portfolio to comply 
with the Web site posting requirement 
is approximately 1 hour, requiring a 
total of 1.5 hours per portfolio per year.? 
Thus the total annual hour burden 
associated with these requirements of 
the rule is approximately 13,623.% The 
Commission estimates that the annual 


117 CFR 270.498(e)(1). 

20.5 hours per portfolio + 1 hour per portfolio = 
1.5 hours per portfolio. The Commission believes 
that funds that have opted to use the Summary 
Prospectus have already incurred the estimated 
one-time hour burden to initially comply with rule 
498, and therefore the estimated burden hours to 
initially comply with rule 498 and the associated 
costs are not included in these estimates. 

41.5 hours per portfolio x 9,082 portfolios = 
13,623 hours. 


responses 


Burden 
(hours) 


Time 
(minutes) 


Annual 










5.0 
+5 


cost burden is approximately $15,900 
per portfolio, for a total annual cost 
burden of approximately $144,403,800.4 


Estimates of the average burden hours 
are made solely for the purposes of the 
Paperwork Reduction Act and are not 
derived from a comprehensive or even 
a representative survey or study of the 
costs of Commission rules and forms. 
Under rule 498, use of the Summary 
Prospectus is voluntary, but the rule’s 
requirements regarding provision of the 
statutory prospectus upon investor 
request are mandatory for funds that 
elect to send or give a Summary 
Prospectus in reliance upon rule 498. 
The information provided under rule 
498 will not be kept confidential. An 
agency may not conduct or sponsor, and 
a person is not required to respond to, 

a collection of information unless it 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number. 


The public may view the background 
documentation for this information 
collection at the following Web site: 
www.reginfo.gov. Comments should be 
directed to: (i) Desk Officer for the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 10102, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503, 
or by sending an email to: 
Shagufta_Ahmed@omb.eop.gov; and (ii) 
Thomas Bayer, Chief Information 
Officer, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, c/o Remi Pavlik-Simon, 
100 F Street NE., Washington, DC 20549 
or send an email to: 
PRA_Mailbox@sec.gov. Comments must 
be submitted to OMB within 30 days of 
this notice. 


Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Kevin M. O’Neill, 


Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014—23574 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 
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4 $15,900 per portfolio x 9,082 portfolios = 
$144,403,800. 
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SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 


Upon Written Request, Copies Available 
From: Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Office of FOIA Services, 
100 F Street NE., Washington, DC 
20549-2736. 

Extension: 

Rule 30b2-1; SEC File No. 270-213, OMB 
Control No. 3235-0220. 


Notice is hereby given that, pursuant 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seg.), the Securities 
and Exchange Commission (the 
“Commission”’) has submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(‘“OMB’’) a request for extension of the 
previously approved collection of 
information discussed below. 

Rule 30b2-1 (17 CFR 270.30b2-—1) 
under the Investment Company Act of 
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a—1 et seq.) (the 
“Investment Company Act’’) requires a 
registered management investment 
company (‘‘fund”’) to (1) file a report 
with the Commission on Form N—CSR 
(17 CFR 249.331 and 274.128) not later 
than 10 days after the transmission of 
any report required to be transmitted to 
shareholders under rule 30e—1 under 
the Investment Company Act, and (2) 
file with the Commission a copy of 
every periodic or interim report or 
similar communication containing 
financial statements that is transmitted 
by or on behalf of such fund to any class 
of such fund’s security holders and that 
is not required to be filed with the 
Commission under (1), not later than 10 
days after the transmission to security 
holders. The purpose of the collection of 
information required by rule 30b2-1 is 
to meet the disclosure requirements of 
the Investment Company Act and 
certification requirements of the 
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (Pub. L. 
107-204, 116 Stat. 745 (2002)) and to 
provide investors with information 
necessary to evaluate an interest in the 
fund. 

The Commission estimates that there 
are 2,430 funds, with a total of 
approximately 11,080 portfolios, that 
are governed by the rule. For purposes 
of this analysis, the burden associated 
with the requirements of rule 30b2—1 
has been included in the collection of 
information requirements of rule 30e—1 
and Form N-CSR, rather than the rule. 
The Commission has, however, 
requested a one hour burden for 
administrative purposes. 

The collection of information under 
rule 30b2—1 is mandatory. The 
information provided under rule 30b2- 





1 is not kept confidential. An agency 
may not conduct or sponsor, and a 
person is not required to respond to, a 
collection of information unless it 
displays a currently valid OMB control 
number. 

The public may view the background 
documentation for this information 
collection at the following Web site, 
www.reginfo.gov. Comments should be 
directed to: (i) Desk Officer for the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 10102, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503, 
or by sending an email to: Shagufta_ 
Ahmed@omb.eop.gov; and (ii) Thomas 
Bayer, Chief Information Officer, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, c/ 
o Remi Pavlik-Simon, 100 F Street NE., 
Washington, DC 20549 or send an email 
to: PRA_Mailbox@sec.gov. Comments 
must be submitted to OMB within 30 
days of this notice. 


Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Kevin M. O’Neill. 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23572 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 


Upon Written Request, Copies Available 
From: Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Office of FOIA Services, 
100 F Street NE., Washington, DC 
20549-2736. 

Extension: 

Rule 17f—2(d); SEC File No. 270-36, OMB 
Control No. 3235-0028. 


Notice is hereby given that pursuant 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(‘““PRA”’) (44 U.S.C. 3501 et seg.), the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
(‘‘Commission’’) has submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(“OMB”) a request for approval of 
extension of the previously approved 
collection of information provided for in 
Rule 17f-2(d) (17 CFR 240.17f-2(d)) 
under the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934 (15 U.S.C. 78a et seq.) (“Act’’). 

Rule 17f-2(d) requires that records 
created pursuant to the fingerprinting 
requirements of Section 17(f)(2) of the 
Act be maintained and preserved by 
every member of a national securities 
exchange, broker, dealer, registered 
transfer agent and registered clearing 
agency (‘covered entities” or 
“respondents’’); permits, under certain 
circumstances, the records required to 


be maintained and preserved by a 
member of a national securities 
exchange, broker, or dealer to be 
maintained and preserved by a self- 
regulatory organization that is also the 
designated examining authority for that 
member, broker or dealer; and permits 
the required records to be preserved on 
microfilm. The general purpose of Rule 
17f-2 is to: (i) Identify security risk 
personnel; (ii) provide criminal record 
information so that employers can make 
fully informed employment decisions; 
and (iii) deter persons with criminal 
records from seeking employment or 
association with covered entities. The 
rule enables the Commission or other 
examining authority to ascertain 
whether all covered persons are being 
fingerprinted and whether proper 
procedures regarding fingerprinting are 
being followed. Retention of these 
records for a period of not less than 
three years after termination of a 
covered person’s employment or 
relationship with a covered entity 
ensures that law enforcement officials 
will have easy access to fingerprint 
cards on a timely basis. This in turn acts 
as an effective deterrent to employee 
misconduct. 

Approximately 5,300 respondents are 
subject to the recordkeeping 
requirements of the rule. Each 
respondent maintains approximately 60 
new records per year, each of which 
takes approximately 2 minutes to 
maintain, for an annual burden of 
approximately 2 hours per respondent 
(60 records times 2 minutes). The total 
annual burden for all respondents is 
approximately 10,600 hours (5,300 
respondents times 2 hours). As noted 
above, all records maintained subject to 
the rule must be retained for a period of 
not less than three years after 
termination of a covered person’s 
employment or relationship with a 
covered entity. In addition, we estimate 
the total cost to respondents is 
approximately $119,000. 

An agency may not conduct or 
sponsor, and a person is not required to 
respond to, a collection of information 
under the PRA unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 

The public may view background 
documentation for this information 
collection at the following Web site: 
www.reginfo.gov. Comments should be 
directed to: (i) Desk Officer for the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 10102, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503, 
or by sending an email to: Shagufta_ 
Ahmed@omb.eop.gov; and (ii) Thomas 
Bayer, Director/Chief Information 
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Officer, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, c/o Remi Pavlik-Simon, 
100 F Street NE., Washington, DC 
20549, or be sending an email to: PRA_ 
Mailbox@sec.gov. Comments must be 
submitted to OMB within 30 days of 
this notice. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Kevin M. O’Neill, 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23571 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 





SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 


Upon Written Request, Copies Available 
From: Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Office of FOIA Services, 
100 F Street NE., Washington, DC 
20549-2736. 

Extension: 

Form N-54A, SEC File No. 270-182, OMB 
Control] No. 3235-0237. 


Notice is hereby given that, pursuant 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seg.), the Securities 
and Exchange Commission 
(““Commission’’) has submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget a 
request for extension of the previously 
approved collection of information 
discussed below. 

Under the Investment Company Act 
of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a—1 et seq.) (the 
“Investment Company Act’’), certain 
investment companies can elect to be 
regulated as business development 
companies, as defined in Section 
2(a)(48) of the Investment Company Act 
(15 U.S.C. 80a—2(a)(48)). Under Section 
54(a) of the Investment Company Act 
(15 U.S.C. 80a—53(a)), any company 
defined in Section 2(a)(48)(A) and (B) 
may elect to be subject to the provisions 
of Sections 55 through 65 of the 
Investment Company Act (15 U.S.C. 
80a—54 to 80a—64) by filing with the 
Commission a notification of election, if 
such company has: (1) A class of equity 
securities registered under Section 12 of 
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U.S.C. 78a et seq.) (“Exchange Act’’); or 
(2) filed a registration statement 
pursuant to Section 12 of the Exchange 
Act for a class of equity securities. The 
Commission has adopted Form N-54A 
(17 CFR 274.53) as the form for 
notification of election to be regulated 
as business development companies. 

The purpose of Form N-54A is to 
notify the Commission that the 
investment company making the 
notification elects to be subject to 


Sections 55 through 65 of the 
Investment Company Act, enabling the 
Commission to administer those 
provisions of the Investment Company 
Act to such companies. 

The Commission estimates that on 
average approximately 14 business 
development companies file these 
notifications each year. Each of those 
business development companies need 
only make a single filing of Form N— 
54A. The Commission further estimates 
that this information collection imposes 
a burden of 0.5 hours, resulting in a 
total annual PRA burden of 7 hours. 
Based on the estimated wage rate, the 
total cost to the business development 
company industry of the hour burden 
for complying with Form N-54A would 
be approximately $2,338. 

The collection of information under 
Form N-54A is mandatory. The 
information provided by the form is not 
kept confidential. An agency may not 
conduct or sponsor, and a person is not 
required to respond to, a collection of 
information unless it displays a 
currently valid control number. 

The public may view the background 
documentation for this information 
collection at the following Web site, 
www.reginfo.gov. Comments should be 
directed to: (i) Desk Officer for the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 10102, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503, 
or by sending an email to: Shagufta_ 
Ahmed@omb.eop.gov; and (ii) Thomas 
Bayer, Chief Information Officer, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
c/o Remi Pavlik-Simon, 100 F Street 
NE., Washington, DC 20549 or send an 
email to: PRA_Mailbox@sec.gov. 
Comments must be submitted to OMB 
within 30 days of this notice. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 

Kevin M. O’Neill, 

Deputy Secretary. 

{FR Doc. 2014-23576 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 





SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 


Upon Written Request, Copy Available 
From: Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Office of Investor 
Education and Advocacy, 
Washington, DC 20549-0213. 

Extension: 

Rule 34b-1, SEC File No. 270-305, OMB 
Control No. 3235-0346. 


Notice is hereby given that pursuant 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), the Securities 
and Exchange Commission (the 
“Commission”’) has submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget a 
request for extension of the previously 
approved collection of information 
discussed below. 

Rule 34b—1 under the Investment 
Company Act (17 CFR 270.34b-1) 
governs sales material that accompanies 
or follows the delivery of a statutory 
prospectus (“‘sales literature’). Rule 
34b-—1 deems to be materially 
misleading any investment company 
(‘‘fund”’) sales literature required to be 
filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (‘“‘Commission’’) by Section 
24(b) of the Investment Company Act 
(15 U.S.C. 80a—24(b)) that includes 
performance data, unless the sales 
literature also includes the appropriate 
uniformly computed data and the 
legend disclosure required in 
investment company advertisements by 
rule 482 under the Securities Act of 
1933 (17 CFR 230.482). Requiring the 
inclusion of such standardized 
performance data in sales literature is 
designed to prevent misleading 
performance claims by funds and to 
enable investors to make meaningful 
comparisons among funds. 

The Commission estimates that on 
average approximately 130 respondents 
file 13,685 1 responses that include the 
information required by rule 34b—1 each 
year. The burden resulting from the 
collection of information requirements 
of rule 34b—1 is estimated to be 2 hours 
per response. The total annual burden 
hours for rule 34b—1 is approximately 
27,370 hours per year in the aggregate. 

The collection of information under 
rule 34b-1 is mandatory. The 
information provided under rule 34b-1 
is not kept confidential. An agency may 
not conduct or sponsor, and a person is 
not required to respond to, a collection 
of information unless it displays a 
currently valid control number. 

The public may view the background 
documentation for this information 
collection at the following Web site, 
www.reginfo.gov. Comments should be 
directed to: (i) Desk Officer for the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 10102, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503, 
or by sending an email to: 


1 The estimated number of responses to rule 34b-— 
1 is composed of 13,378 responses filed with 
FINRA and 307 responses filed with the 
Commission in 2013. 

213,685 responses x 2 hours per response = 
27,370. 
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Shagufta_Ahmed@omb.eop.gov; and (ii) 
Thomas Bayer, Chief Information 
Officer, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 
c/o Remi Pavlik-Simon, 100 F Street 
NE., Washington, DC 20549 or send an 
email to: PRA_Mailbox@sec.gov. 
Comments must be submitted to OMB 
within 30 days of this notice. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Kevin M. O’Neill, 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23573 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 





SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 


Upon Written Request, Copies Available 
From: Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Office of FOIA Services, 
100 F Street NE., Washington, DC 
20549-2736. 

Extension: 

Form N-6F, SEC File No. 270-185, OMB 
Control] No. 3235-0238. 


Notice is hereby given that, pursuant 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seg.), the Securities 
and Exchange Commission 
(““Commission’’) has submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget a 
request for extension of the previously 
approved collection of information 
discussed below. 

The title for the collection of 
information is ‘‘Form N—6F (17 CFR 
274.15), Notice of Intent to Elect to be 
Subject to Sections 55 through 65 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940.”’ The 
purpose of Form N-6F is to notify the 
Commission of a company’s intent to 
file a notification of election to become 
subject to Sections 55 through 65 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 
U.S.C. 80a—1 et seq.) (1940 Act”). 
Certain companies may have to make a 
filing with the Commission before they 
are ready to elect to be regulated as a 
business development company.! A 
company that is excluded from the 
definition of ‘‘investment company” by 
Section 3(c)(1) because it has fewer than 
one hundred shareholders and is not 
making a public offering of its securities 
may lose such an exclusion solely 
because it proposes to make a public 
offering of securities as a business 
development company. Such company, 


1A company might not be prepared to elect to be 
subject to Sections 55 through 65 of the 1940 Act 
because its capital structure or management 
compensation plan is not yet in compliance with 
the requirements of those sections. 


under certain conditions, would not 
lose its exclusion if it notifies the 
Commission on Form N-6F of its intent 
to make an election to be regulated as 

a business development company. The 
company only has to file a Form N-6F 
once. 

The Commission estimates that on 
average approximately 15 companies 
file these notifications each year. Each 
of those companies need only make a 
single filing of Form N-6F. The 
Commission further estimates that this 
information collection imposes burden 
of 0.5 hours, resulting in a total annual 
PRA burden of 7.5 hours. Based on the 
estimated wage rate, the total cost to the 
industry of the hour burden for 
complying with Form N-6F would be 
approximately $2,505. 

The collection of information under 
Form N-6F is mandatory. The 
information provided under the form is 
not kept confidential. An agency may 
not conduct or sponsor, and a person is 
not required to respond to, a collection 
of information unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 

The public may view the background 
documentation for this information 
collection at the following Web site, 
www.reginfo.gov. Comments should be 
directed to: (i) Desk Officer for the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 10102, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503, 
or by sending an email to: Shagufta_ 
Ahmed@omb.eop.gov; and (ii) Thomas 
Bayer, Chief Information Officer, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
c/o Remi Pavlik-Simon, 100 F Street 
NE., Washington, DC 20549 or send an 
email to: PRA_Mailbox@sec.gov. 
Comments must be submitted to OMB 
within 30 days of this notice. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 

Kevin M. O’Neill, 

Deputy Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23575 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 


Upon Written Request, Copies Available 
From: Securities and Exchange 
Commission, Office of Investor 
Education and Advocacy, 
Washington, DC 20549-0213. 


Extension: Rule 17a—19 and Form X—17A-—19, 
SEC File No. 270-148, OMB Control No. 
3235-0133. 


Notice is hereby given that, pursuant 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(“PRA”’) (44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
(“‘Commission’’) has submitted to the 
Office of Management and Budget 
(“OMB”’) a request for approval of 
extension of the previously approved 
collection of information provided for in 
Rule 17a—19 (17 CFR 240.17a—19) and 
Form X-17A-19 under the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78a et 
seq.). 

Rule 17a—19 requires every national 
securities exchange and registered 
national securities association to file a 
Form X-17A-19 with the Commission 
and the Securities Investor Protection 
Corporation (“SIPC”) within 5 business 
days of the initiation, suspension, or 
termination of any member and, when 
terminating the membership interest of 
any member, to notify that member of 
its obligation to file financial reports as 
required by Exchange Act Rule 17a— 
5(b).? 

Commission staff anticipates that the 
national securities exchanges and 
registered national securities 
associations collectively will make 800 
total filings annually pursuant to Rule 
17a—19 and that each filing will take 
approximately 15 minutes. The total 
reporting burden is estimated to be 
approximately 200 total annual hours. 


An agency may not conduct or 
sponsor, and a person is not required to 
respond to, a collection of information 
under the PRA unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 


The public may view background 
documentation for this information 
collection at the following Web site: 
www.reginfo.gov. Comments should be 
directed to: (i) Desk Officer for the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Room 10102, New Executive 
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503, 
or by sending an email to: Shagufta_ 
Ahmed@omb.eop.gov; and (ii) Thomas 
Bayer, Director/Chief Information 
Officer, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, c/o Remi Pavlik-Simon, 
100 F Street NE., Washington, DC 
20549, or by sending an email to: PRA_ 
Mailbox@sec.gov. Comments must be 
submitted to OMB within 30 days of 
this notice. 


Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Kevin M. O’Neill, 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23570 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 
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SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[Release No. IC-31267] 


Notice of Applications for 
Deregistration Under Section 8(f) of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 


September 26, 2014. 

The following is a notice of 
applications for deregistration under 
section 8(f) of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 for the month of September 
2014. A copy of each application may be 
obtained via the Commission’s Web site 
by searching for the file number, or for 
an applicant using the Company name 
box, at http://www.sec.gov/search/ 
search.htm or by calling (202) 551- 
8090. An order granting each 
application will be issued unless the 
SEC orders a hearing. Interested persons 
may request a hearing on any 
application by writing to the SEC’s 
Secretary at the address below and 
serving the relevant applicant with a 
copy of the request, personally or by 
mail. Hearing requests should be 
received by the SEC by 5:30 p.m. on 
October 21, 2014, and should be 
accompanied by proof of service on the 
applicant, in the form of an affidavit or, 
for lawyers, a certificate of service. 
Hearing requests should state the nature 
of the writer’s interest, the reason for the 
request, and the issues contested. 
Persons who wish to be notified of a 
hearing may request notification by 
writing to the Secretary, U.S. Securities 
and Exchange Commission, 100 F Street 
NE., Washington, DC 20549-1090. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Diane L. Titus at (202) 551-6810, SEC, 
Division of Investment Management, 
Chief Counsel’s Office, 100 F Street NE., 
Washington, DC 20549-8010. 


Evergreen Variable Annuity Trust— 
[File No. 811-8716] 
Evergreen Money Market Trust—|File 
No. 811-5300] 
Evergreen Select Equity Trust—[File 
No. 811-8363] 
Evergreen Select Fixed Income Trust— 
[File No. 811-8365] 
Evergreen Municipal Trust—|File No. 
811-8367] 
Evergreen Select Money Market Trust— 
[File No. 811-8405] 
Evergreen Equity Trust—|File No. 811- 
8413] 
Evergreen Fixed Income Trust—|File 
No. 811-8415] 
Evergreen International Trust—|File 
No. 811-8553] 

Summary: Each applicant seeks an 
order declaring that it has ceased to be 


an investment company. Evergreen 
Variable Annuity Trust transferred its 
asset to corresponding series of Wells 
Fargo Variable Trust and on July 16, 
2010, made distributions to its 
shareholders based on net asset value. 
The remaining applicants transferred 
their assets to corresponding series of 
Wells Fargo Funds Trust, and by July 
16, 2010, made distributions to their 
shareholders based on net asset value. 
Total expenses of $21,699,000 incurred 
in connection with the reorganizations 
were paid by Wells Fargo Funds 
Management, LLC, investment adviser 
to the acquiring funds, Evergreen 
Investment Management Company LLC, 
applicants’ investment adviser, or one of 
their affiliates. 

Filing Dates: The applications were 
filed on August 19, 2014, and amended 
on September 5, 2014. 


Applicants’ Address: 200 Berkeley St., 
Boston, MA 02116. 


PHL Variable VA Account 1 [File No. 
811-22326] 


Summary: Applicant, a unit 
investment trust, seeks an order 
declaring that it has ceased to be an 
investment company. Applicant has 
never made a public offering of its 
securities and does not propose to make 
a public offering or engage in business 
of any kind. 

Filing Date: The application was filed 
on August 14, 2014. 


Applicant’s Address: PHL Variable 
Insurance Company, One American 
Row, PO Box 5056, Hartford, CT 06102— 
5056. 


City National Rochdale Alternative 
Total Return Fund LLC [File No. 811- 
22503] 


Summary: Applicant, a closed-end 
investment company, seeks an order 
declaring that it has ceased to be an 
investment company. Applicant 
transferred its assets to a series of City 
National Rochdale Funds, and on May 
30, 2014, mad a final distribution to its 
distributed its assets to shareholders 
based on net asset value. Expenses of 
$435,740 incurred in connection with 
the reorganization will be paid by City 
National Rochdale, LLC, applicant’s 
investment adviser. 


Filing Date: The application was filed 
on September 2, 2014. 

Applicant’s Address: 570 Lexington 
Ave., New York, NY 10022-6837. 





eUnits™) 2 Year U.S. Market 
Participation Trust: Upside to Cap/ 
Buffered Downside [File No. 811- 
22348] 


eUnits™™) 2 Year U.S. Market 
Participation Trust 2: Upside to Cap/ 
Buffered Downside [File No. 811- 
22663] 

Summary: Each applicant, a closed- 
end investment company, seeks an 
order declaring that it has ceased to be 
an investment company. On January 28, 
2014, and May 23, 2014, respectively, 
applicants made liquidating 
distributions to their shareholders, 
based on net asset value. Each applicant 
liquidated in accordance with its terms 
and incurred no expenses in connection 
with the liquidations. 

Filing Date: The applications were 
filed on September 17, 2014. 

Applicants’ Address: Two 
International Place, Boston, MA 02110. 


Aspiration Institutional Funds [File No. 
8111-22944] 


Summary: Applicant seeks an order 
declaring that it has ceased to be an 
investment company. Applicant has 
never made a public offering of its 
securities and does not propose to make 
a public offering or engage in business 
of any kind. 

Filing Date: The application was filed 
on September 16, 2014. 

Applicant’s Address: 188 West 
Northern Lights Blvd., Suite 920, 
Anchorage, AK 99503. 


First Defined Portfolio Fund, LLC [File 
No. 811-9235] 


Summary: Applicant seeks an order 
declaring that it has ceased to be an 
investment company. On April 28, 
2014, applicant made a liquidating 
distribution to its shareholders, based 
on net asset value. Expenses of $15,000 
incurred in connection with the 
liquidation were paid by applicant or 
First Trust Advisors L.P., applicant’s 
investment adviser. 

Filing Dates: The application was 
filed on July 30, 2014, and amended on 
September 25, 2014. 

Applicant’s Address: 120 East Liberty 
Dr., Suite 400, Wheaton, IL 60187. 


Morgan Stanley Focus Growth Fund 
[File No. 811-2978] 


Summary: Applicant seeks an order 
declaring that it has ceased to be an 
investment company. Applicant 
transferred its assets to a series of 
Morgan Stanley Institutional Fund, Inc., 
and on April 7, 2014, made a 
distribution to its shareholders based on 
net asset value. Expenses of 
approximately $930,684 incurred in 
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connection with the reorganization were 
paid by applicant and Morgan Stanley 
Investment Management, applicant’s 
investment adviser. 


Filing Date: The application was filed 
on September 12, 2014. 


Applicant’s Address: c/o Morgan 
Stanley Investment Management Inc., 
522 Fifth Ave., New York, NY 10036. 


For the Commission, by the Division of 
Investment Management, pursuant to 
delegated authority. 

Kevin M. O’Neill, 

Deputy Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23566 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[Release No. 34-73246; File No. SR-PhIx— 
2014-59] 


Self-Regulatory Organizations; 
NASDAQ OMX PHLX LLC; Notice of 
Filing and Immediate Effectiveness of 
Proposed Rule Change To Delay the 
Implementation Period of the New 
Options Floor Broker Management 
System Until November 3, 2014 


September 29, 2014. 


Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(‘Act’) 1, and Rule 19b—4 thereunder,? 
notice is hereby given that on 
September 19, 2014, NASDAQ OMX 
PHLX LLC (‘‘Phlx’”’ or ““Exchange”’) filed 
with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (‘‘SEC”’ or ‘‘Commission”’) 
the proposed rule change as described 
in Items I and II below, which Items 
have been prepared by the Exchange. 
The Commission is publishing this 
notice to solicit comments on the 
proposed rule change from interested 
persons. 


I. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Terms of the Substance 
of the Proposed Rule Change 


The Exchange proposes to extend the 
implementation rollout of its new 
Options Floor Broker Management 
System. 


The text of the proposed rule change 
is available on the Exchange’s Web site 
at http://nasdagomxphlx.cchwall 
street.com/, at the principal office of the 
Exchange, and at the Commission’s 
Public Reference Room. 


115 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1). 
217 CFR 240.19b-4. 





II. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


In its filing with the Commission, the 
Exchange included statements 
concerning the purpose of and basis for 
the proposed rule change and discussed 
any comments it received on the 
proposed rule change. The text of these 
statements may be examined at the 
places specified in Item IV below. The 
Exchange has prepared summaries, set 
forth in sections A, B, and C below, of 
the most significant aspects of such 
statements. 


A. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


1. Purpose 


The purpose of the proposal is to 
extend the rollout of the Exchange’s 
enhancements to the Options Floor 
Broker Management System (““FBMS’’). 
Today, FBMS enables Floor Brokers 
and/or their employees to enter, route, 
and report transactions stemming from 
options orders received on the 
Exchange. FBMS also establishes an 
electronic audit trail for options orders 
represented by Floor Brokers on the 
Exchange. Floor Brokers can use FBMS 
to submit orders to Phlx XL, rather than 
executing the orders in the trading 
crowd, 


With the new FBMS, all options 
transactions on the Exchange involving 
at least one Floor Broker are required to 
be executed through FBMS. In 
connection with order execution, the 
Exchange allows FBMS to execute two- 
sided orders entered by Floor Brokers, 
including multi-leg orders up to 15 legs, 
after the Floor Broker has represented 
the orders in the trading crowd. FBMS 
also provides Floor Brokers with an 
enhanced functionality called the 
complex calculator that calculates and 
displays a suggested price of each 
individual component of a multi-leg 
order, up to 15 legs, submitted on a net 
debit or credit basis. 


The Exchange received approval to 
implement the FBMS enhancements as 
of June 1, 2013,% and delayed 
implementation until July 2013,4 until 


3 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 69471 
(April 29, 2013), 78 FR 26096 (May 3, 2013) (SR- 
Phlx—2013-09). 

4 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 69811 
(June 20, 2013), 78 FR 38422 (June 26, 2013) (SR- 
Phlx-2013-67). 


September 2013,° until December 2013, 
until March 2014,7 and again until 
September 1, 2014.8 The Exchange 
made a number of improvements 
intended to improve the performance of 
the new system. 

Implementation began on March 7, 
2014. In its most recent filing delaying 
implementation,’ the Exchange stated 
that the implementation period would 
be up to September 1, 2014, during 
which the new FBMS enhancements 
and related rules would operate along 
with the existing FBMS and rules.?° At 
this time, the Exchange needs additional 
time to complete the implementation 
because of technology issues with the 
new system. The new FBMS is available 
to all users (Floor Brokers) and in all 
options. Nevertheless, the Exchange 
believes that the Floor Brokers need 
additional time to familiarize 
themselves with the new features of 
FBMS, based on that ongoing 
experience, offer input regarding system 
performance, and provide the Exchange 
with the opportunity to address 
performance improvements. Given some 
technology issues that the Exchange has 
encountered during the implementation 
period, the delay is needed to allow 
Floor Brokers additional time to adapt 
to the new system as the Exchange 
works to improve the performance of 
the new system. As the performance 
issues are resolved, the delay will allow 
the Floor Brokers to migrate their 
business in a prudent manner. The 
delay is not as a result of major 
technology changes from the original 
proposal and no rule changes are being 
made; rather, the Exchange continues to 
work to, generally, make the system 
more user-friendly and provide more 
useful interfaces for the ultimate user, 
the Floor Broker. 

Accordingly, the Exchange seeks an 
additional two month period (until 
November 3, 2014) to be able to 
continue the implementation rollout; 
the Exchange announced the specific 
date on which the trial period will end 
and the old FBMS will no longer be 
available in advance through an Options 


© Securities Exchange Act Release No. 70141 
(August 8, 2013), 78 FR 49565 (August 14, 2013) 
(SR-Phlx—2013-83). 

6 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 70629 
(October 8, 2013), 78 FR 62852 (October 22, 2013) 
(SR—Phlx-—2013-100). 

7 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 71212 
(December 31, 2013), 79 FR 888 (January 7, 2014) 
(SR-—Phlx-2013-129). 

8 Securities Exchange Act Release No. 72135 (May 
9, 2014), 79 FR 27966 (May 15, 2014) (SR—Phlx— 
2014-33). 

oid. 

10 In the original filing, the Exchange stated its 
intent to implement these enhancements with a 
trial period of two to four weeks. Jd. 
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Trader Alert. During the additional time 
period, the Exchange will continue to 
encourage Floor Brokers to use the new 
FBMS in order to help them become 
more familiar with the new features of 
FBMS. 


2. Statutory Basis 


The Exchange believes that its 
proposal is consistent with Section 6(b) 
of the Act 1! in general, and furthers the 
objectives of Section 6(b)(5) of the Act 12 
in particular, in that it is designed to 
promote just and equitable principles of 
trade, to remove impediments to and 
perfect the mechanism of a free and 
open market and a national market 
system, and, in general, to protect 
investors and the public interest, by 
enhancing FBMS to make the 
Exchange’s markets more efficient, to 
the benefit of the investing public. 
Although the Exchange needs additional 
time to finalize the implementation 
rollout, this time period is expected to 
be limited, depending on user input, 
and will involve advance notice to the 
Exchange membership. 


B. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Burden on Competition 


The Exchange does not believe that 
the proposed rule change will impose 
any burden on competition not 
necessary or appropriate in furtherance 
of the purposes of the Act. The 
Exchange continues to believe, as it 
stated when proposing these 
enhancements, that these enhancements 
to FBMS should result in the Exchange’s 
trading floor operating in a more 
efficient way, which should help it 
compete with other floor-based 
exchanges and help the Exchange’s 
Floor Brokers compete with floor 
brokers on other options exchanges. 


C. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received From 
Members, Participants, or Others 


A written comment was received in 
support of the proposal.!* The Exchange 
did not solicit comments. The Comment 
Letter requested the Commission and 
Phlx postpone the implementation 
rollout of the new FBMS from 
September 1, 2014 to a later date. The 
Comment Letter alleges that the Floor 
Brokers did not have proper notice of 
the end of the implementation period. 
Also, the Comment Letter requests that 
the new FBMS be postponed to ensure 


1115 U.S.C. 78f(b). 

1215 U.S.C. 78f(b)(5). 

13 See letter from various Phlx Floor Brokers to 
Mary Jo White, Chairwoman of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, dated August 28, 2014 
(‘Comment Letter’’). 





the public outcry system is maintained. 
Consistent with what the Comment 
Letter requests, the Exchange is filing 
this delay of implementation to extend 
the implementation rollout of its new 
FBMS for an additional two month 
period. The Exchange has provided 
written notice on numerous occasions. !4 
With respect to preserving the open 
outcry system, the Exchange notes that 
under the new FBMS orders will 
continue to be represented in the 
trading crowd; order exposure has not 
been eliminated. The Exchange is 
merely modernizing how orders are 
executed and reported to support the 
maintenance of an accurate audit trail. 


III. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 
Commission Action 


Because the foregoing proposed rule 
change does not: (i) Significantly affect 
the protection of investors or the public 
interest; (ii) impose any significant 
burden on competition; and (iii) become 
operative for 30 days from the date on 
which it was filed, or such shorter time 
as the Commission may designate, it has 
become effective pursuant to Section 
19(b)(3)(A) of the Act 15 and 
subparagraph (f)(6) of Rule 19b—4 
thereunder.1® 

A proposed rule change filed under 
Rule 19b—4(f)(6) normally does not 
become operative for 30 days after the 
date of filing.17 However, Rule 19b— 
4(f)(6)(iii) permits the Commission to 
designate a shorter time if such action 
is consistent with the protection of 
investors and the public interest.1® The 
Exchange has requested that the 
Commission waive the 30-day operative 
delay so that the Exchange can 
implement the enhancements once they 
are ready from a technology perspective. 

The Commission believes that the 
waiver of the 30-day operative delay is 
consistent with the protection of 
investors and the public interest as it 
will clarify when the delayed 
implementation of the FBMS will be 
effective and operative immediately. In 
addition, because the proposal only 
delays the implementation date of the 
FBMS and does not make any additional 
changes to the FBMS itself, it does not 


14 See e.g. Options Trader Alerts 2014-26 and 
2014-5. 

1515 U.S.C. 78s(b)(3)(A). 

1617 CFR 240.19b—4(f)(6). In addition, Rule 19b— 
4(f)(6) requires a self-regulatory organization to give 
the Commission written notice of its intent to file 
the proposed rule change at least five business days 
prior to the date of filing of the proposed rule 
change, or such shorter time as designated by the 
Commission. The Exchange has satisfied this 
requirement. 

1717 CFR 240.19b-4(f)(6)(iii). 

38 Id. 


raise any novel regulatory issues. The 
Commission notes that the 
implementation period was scheduled 
to expire on September 1, 2014, when 
the existing FMBS would cease to 
operate and the new FBMS would be 
fully implemented. However, Phlx has 
indicated that it needs additional time 
to continue the implementation rollout 
of the new FMBS. Therefore, the 
Commission designates the proposal 
operative upon filing.'9 

At any time within 60 days of the 
filing of the proposed rule change, the 
Commission summarily may 
temporarily suspend such rule change if 
it appears to the Commission that such 
action is: (i) Necessary or appropriate in 
the public interest; (ii) for the protection 
of investors; or (iii) otherwise in 
furtherance of the purposes of the Act.?° 
If the Commission takes such action, the 
Commission shall institute proceedings 
to determine whether the proposed rule 
change should be approved or 
disapproved.?! 


IV. Solicitation of Comments 


Interested persons are invited to 
submit written data, views, and 
arguments concerning the foregoing, 
including whether the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the Act. 
Comments may be submitted by any of 
the following methods: 


Electronic Comments 


e Use the Commission’s Internet 
comment form (http://www.sec.gov/ 
rules/sro.shtml); or 

e Send an email to rule-comments@ 
sec.gov. Please include File Number SR- 
Phlx—2014—59 on the subject line. 


Paper Comments 


e Send paper comments in triplicate 
to Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, 100 F Street NE., 
Washington, DC 20549-1090. 

All submissions should refer to File 
Number SR—Phlx-—2014-59. This file 
number should be included on the 
subject line if email is used. To help the 
Commission process and review your 
comments more efficiently, please use 
only one method. The Commission will 
post all comments on the Commission’s 
Internet Web site (http://www.sec.gov/ 
rules/sro.shtml). Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent 
amendments, all written statements 
with respect to the proposed rule 
change that are filed with the 


19 For purposes only of waiving the 30-day 
operative delay, the Commission has considered the 
proposed rule’s impact on efficiency, competition, 
and capital formation. See 15 U.S.C. 78c(f). 

2015 U.S.C. 78s(b)(3)(C). 

21 Id. 
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Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the 
proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than 
those that may be withheld from the 
public in accordance with the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be 
available for Web site viewing and 
printing in the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room, 100 F Street NE., 
Washington, DC 20549, on official 
business days between the hours of 
10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Copies of such 
filing also will be available for 
inspection and copying at the principal 
offices of the Exchange. All comments 
received will be posted without change; 
the Commission does not edit personal 
identifying information from 
submissions. You should submit only 
information that you wish to make 
available publicly. All submissions 
should refer to File Number SR—-Phlx— 
2014-59, and should be submitted on or 
before October 24, 2014. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Trading and Markets, pursuant to delegated 
authority.22 
Kevin M. O’Neill, 

Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23569 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[Release No. 34-73245; File No. SR-FINRA- 
2014-026] 


Self-Regulatory Organizations; 
Financial Industry Regulatory 
Authority, Inc.; Order Approving 
Proposed Rule Change To Amend the 
Code of Arbitration Procedure for 
Customer Disputes and the Code of 
Arbitration Procedure for Industry 
Disputes To Increase Arbitrator 
Honoraria and Increase Certain 
Arbitration Fees and Surcharges 


September 29, 2014. 


I. Introduction 


On June 13, 2014, the Financial 
Industry Regulatory Authority, Inc. 
(““FINRA”’) filed with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission (‘“‘Commission”’), 
pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(‘Act’)? and Rule 19b—4 thereunder,? a 
proposed rule change to amend FINRA’s 
Code of Arbitration Procedure for 
Customer Disputes (‘‘Customer Code’’) 
and the Code of Arbitration Procedure 
for Industry Disputes (‘Industry Code’’) 


2217 CFR 200.30-3(a)(12). 
115 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1). 
217 CFR 240.19b-4. 


(together, ““Codes’’) to increase certain 
arbitration filing fees, member 
surcharges and process fees, and hearing 
session fees for the primary purpose of 
increasing arbitrator honoraria. The 
proposed rule change was published for 
comment in the Federal Register on July 
2, 2014.3 The Commission received 
eight comment letters on the proposal.4 
On August 5, 2014, FINRA granted the 
Commission an extension of time, until 
September 30, 2014, to act on the 
proposal. FINRA responded to the 
comment letters on September 18, 
2014.® This order approves the rule 
change as proposed. 


II. Description of the Proposed Rule 
Change 


A. Background 


As stated in the Notice, FINRA is 
proposing to amend the Codes to 
increase certain arbitration filing fees, 
member surcharges and process fees, 
and hearing session fees for the primary 
purpose of increasing arbitrator 
honoraria.” In support of the proposal, 
FINRA stated that it has “received 
numerous complaints in recent years 
from its arbitrators regarding the 
honoraria paid to them for their 
service.’ 8 FINRA further noted that 


3 See Securities Exchange Act Release No. 72479 
(Jun. 26, 2014), 79 FR 37786 (Jul. 2, 2014) 
(‘‘Notice’’). 

4 See Letters from Steven B. Caruso, Esq., Maddox 
Hargett & Caruso, P.C., dated July 1, 2014 (“Caruso 
Letter’’); Ryan K. Bakhtiari, Aidikoff, Uhl & 
Bakhtiari, dated July 2, 2014 (‘Bakhtiari Letter’’); 
Philip M. Aidikoff, Esq., Aidikoff, Uhl & Bakhtiari, 
dated July 2, 2014 (‘‘Aidikoff Letter’); Jason Doss, 
President, Public Investors Arbitration Bar 
Association (“PIBA’’), dated July 22, 2014 (“PIABA 
Letter’’); Ellen Liang, Student Intern, Elissa 
Germaine, Supervising Attorney, and Jill Gross, 
Director, Pace Investor Rights Clinic (‘‘PIRC’’), Pace 
University School] of Law, dated July 23, 2014 
(“PIRC Letter’); David T. Bellaire, Esq., Executive 
Vice President and General Counsel, Financial 
Services Institute (‘‘FSI’’), dated July 23, 2014 (‘FSI 
Letter’); Andrea Seidt, Ohio Securities 
Commissioner and President, North American 
Securities Administrators Association (““NASAA”’), 
dated July 23, 2014 (““NASAA Letter’); and Michael 
J. Quarequio, Esq., Law Office of Michael J. 
Quarequio, P.A., dated July 23, 2014 (‘“‘Quarequio 
Letter’). 

5 See Letter from Mignon McLemore, Assistant 
Chief Counsel, FINRA Dispute Resolution, Inc., to 
Lourdes Gonzalez, Assistant Chief Counsel, Sales 
Practices, Division of Trading and Markets, 
Securities and Exchange Commission, dated August 
5, 2014. 

6 See Letter from Mignon McLemore, Assistant 
Chief Counsel, FINRA Dispute Resolution, Inc., to 
Brent J. Fields, Secretary, Securities and Exchange 
Commission, dated September 18, 2014 (‘FINRA 
Response Letter’’). 

7 See Notice, 79 FR at 37786. See also id. at 37787 
n. 3 (noting FINRA’s last increase to arbitrator 
honoraria and citing Securities Exchange Act Rel. 
No. 41056 (Feb. 16, 1999), 64 FR 10041 (Mar. 1, 
1999) (File No. SR-NASD-97-79)). 

8 Notice, 79 FR at 377887 (stating that FINRA is 
also aware that arbitrators in private arbitration 


surveys of organizations and individuals 
recruited to be FINRA arbitrators, as 
well as reports from arbitrators at focus 
groups, and other arbitrator comments 
indicate a ‘“‘heightened sensitivity to the 
comparatively low honoraria paid by 
FINRA.” 9 

Although FINRA acknowledged that 
there are non-monetary benefits to 
serving as an arbitrator, FINRA still 
believes that “the current honoraria 
level is a barrier to recruiting.” 1° FINRA 
also reported that ‘‘arbitrators have 
regularly cited the honoraria level when 
leaving the roster, particularly when 
they are asked to take a new training 
course or complete a survey or 
disclosure statement.” 1! Accordingly, 
FINRA believes that increasing 
honoraria is needed to “retain a roster 
of high-quality arbitrators and attract 
qualified individuals who possess the 
skills necessary to manage arbitration 
cases and consider thoroughly all 
arbitration issues presented, which are 
essential elements for FINRA to meet its 
regulatory objective of protecting the 
investing public.” 12 

To fan these honoraria increases, 
FINRA is proposing to increase certain 
fees and surcharges assessed in the 
arbitration forum. Specifically, FINRA’s 
proposal would amend Rules 12214 
(Payment of Arbitrators), 12800 
(Simplified Arbitration), 12900 (Fees 
Due When a Claim is Filed), 12901 
(Member Surcharge), 12902 (Hearing 
Session Fees, and Other Costs and 
Expenses), and 12903 (Process Fees Paid 
by Members) of the Customer Code. The 
proposed rule change would also amend 
Rules 13214 (Payment of Arbitrators), 
13800 (Simplified Arbitration), 13900 
(Fees Due When a Claim is Filed), 13901 
(Member Surcharge), 13902 (Hearing 
Session Fees, and Other Costs and 
Expenses), and 13903 (Process Fees Paid 
by Members) of the Industry Code." 

In general, the proposal would 
increase the member surcharges and 


forums set their own rates and charge significantly 
more than FINRA pays). 

Md. 

10 Jd, (noting the non-monetary benefits to serving 
as a FINRA arbitrator include “learning the skills 
necessary to be an effective commercial arbitrator, 
serving the public, or giving back to one’s 
community by applying professional knowledge 
gained as an arbitrator’). 

11 Jd, (stating that ‘‘[t]hese extra requests are 
viewed as the ‘last straw’ that prevents good 
arbitrators from remaining on the roster at the 
current honoraria rate’’). 

32 Id. 

13 See id. at 37786-87. The text of the proposed 
rule change is available at the principal office of 
FINRA, on FINRA’s Web site at Attp:// 
www.finra.org, and at the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room. For ease of reference, this Order 
generally refers only to rules in the Customer Code. 
However, the changes and discussion would also 
apply to the same rules of the Industry Code. 
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process fees for claims larger than 
$250,000 14 as well as filing fees for 
investors, associated persons, or firms 
bringing claims of more than $500,000 
and hearing session fees for claims of 
more than $500,000.15 FINRA 
recognizes that increasing honoraria to 
market rates would impose a significant 
burden on forum users and, therefore, 
believes that ‘‘the proposed rule change 
is the best option to narrow the gap 
without unduly increasing costs to 


forum users.” 16 
The following sections outline each of 


FINRA’s proposed rule change 
amendments. 


B. Proposed Arbitrator Honoraria 
Increases 


Proposed Amendments to FINRA Rules 
12214 and 13214 (Payment to 
Arbitrators) and FINRA Rules 12800 and 
13800 (Simplified Arbitration) 


Arbitrator honoraria are the payments 
that FINRA makes to its arbitrators for 


the services they provide to FINRA’s 
dispute resolution forum.’” Currently, 
under Rule 12214(a), an arbitrator 
receives $200 for each hearing session 
in which the arbitrator participates. 18 

FINRA noted that ‘“‘[cJhairpersons are 
often the arbitrators on FINRA’s rosters 
with the most experience who have 
completed chairperson training.” 19 In 
recognition of a chairperson’s increased 
experience and extra responsibilities 
during a hearing,2° FINRA currently 
pays chairpersons an additional $75 per 
hearing day.?! 

Arbitrators also receive honoraria 
when they decide contested motions 
requesting the issuance of a subpoena 
without a hearing (‘‘contested subpoena 
requests”’).22 FINRA assesses a $200 fee 
to the parties for each arbitrator who 
participates in deciding the contested 
subpoena request to cover the cost of the 
honoraria.23 As FINRA explained, this 
amount of honoraria is paid on a per 
case basis, regardless of the number of 


contested subpoena requests decided by 
an arbitrator or panel during the case.?4 


Finally, under Rule 12800, when a 
claimant 2° files a claim in which the 
amount in dispute, excluding interest 
and expenses (‘‘claim amount’’) is 
$50,000 or less, one arbitrator decides 
the case based solely on the documents 
provided by the parties (i.e., no hearings 
are held).26 FINRA refers to these types 
of cases as ‘‘simplified arbitration.’’ The 
arbitrator who decides a simplified 
arbitration case currently receives $125 
per case.?7 


Under the proposed rule change, 
FINRA would amend Rules 12214 and 
12800 of the Customer Code to increase 
the arbitrator honoraria.2® Table 1 
(below) illustrates the proposed 
increases and the percentage changes 
from the current rates. 


PROPOSED ARBITRATOR HONORARIA INCREASES—TABLE 1 








Arbitrator honoraria 


Per arbitrator, per hearing Session ...........0..008 


Chairpersons (per day of hearing) 


Contested Subpoena Requests ...........:c cece 
Simplified Arbitration Cases (flat rate) .....0........ 





Specifically, FINRA is proposing to 
amend Rule 12214(a) to increase the 
payment to each arbitrator for each 
hearing session in which the arbitrator 
participates from $200 to $300 per 
hearing session. The rule would also be 
amended to increase the additional 
amount that chairpersons receive from 
$75 to $125 per day of hearings. Rule 
12214(d) would be amended to increase 
the honoraria that arbitrators receive 
when they decide contested subpoena 
requests from $200 to $250. Finally, 


14 See id. at 37787 n. 4 (noting, however, that the 
proposed rule change would also increase the 
member surcharge for the $10,000.01 to $25,000 
tier). 

15 See id. 

16 Td. (explaining that, for example, ‘‘increasing 
honoraria to market rates could require a greater 
increase in arbitration filing fees, which would 
increase the costs of customers, associated persons, 
and firms’’). 

17 See id. 

18 See id. n. 10 (noting that the term “hearing 
session” typically means ‘‘any meeting between the 
parties and arbitrator(s) of four hours or less, 
including a hearing or a prehearing conference’’). 
See also id. at 37787 (noting that a typical day has 
two hearing sessions). 

19 Notice, 79 FR at 37787 (noting that ‘‘to qualify 
as a chairperson, an arbitrator must have served on 
at least three arbitrations through award in which 
hearings were held, or be a lawyer who served on 


Rule 12800(f) would be amended to 
increase the honoraria for simplified 
arbitration cases, which is a flat per case 
payment, from $125 to $350. FINRA 
stated that ‘‘[a]lthough no hearings are 
conducted in simplified arbitrations, 
these cases can be time-consuming, and, 
in FINRA’s view, the current honoraria 
level does not reflect fairly the 
arbitrator’s time and effort to render a 
decision.” 29 

To fund these increases in arbitrator 
honoraria, FINRA is proposing to 


at least two arbitrations through award in which 
hearings were held”’). 

20 See id. n. 12 (FINRA notes that, for example, 
during a typical arbitration, the chairperson decides 
discovery motions and conducts the initial 
prehearing conference(s)) (citing Rules 12500(c), 
12503(d)(3), 13500(c), and 13503(d)(3)). 

21 See id. at 37787-88. See also id. at 37788 
(explaining that a ‘hearing’ means the hearing on 
the merits and that the chairperson receives the 
additional honoraria for each day he or she serves 
as chair at a hearing, regardless of the number of 
hearing sessions per day). 

22 See Notice, 79 FR at 37788 (citing Rules 
12214(d) and 13214(d)). 

23 See id. 

24 See id. (explaining that “‘[i]f an arbitrator or the 
panel decides a contested subpoena request, the 
arbitrator or panel allocates the cost of the 
honoraria to the parties in the award’’) (citing Rules 
12214(d)(3) and 13214(d)(3)). 





Percentage 
change 





$200 
75 
200 
125 






67 
25 










increase certain filing fees, member 
surcharges and process fees, and the 
hearing session fees assessed under the 
Codes as illustrated in the tables 
below.%° FINRA stated that it ‘‘believes 
the proposed fee increases would 
generate sufficient revenue to offset the 
proposed increases in the arbitrator 
honoraria as described [above] without 
placing an undue burden on the public 
customer.” #1 


2° See id. (explaining that FINRA Rules 12100(e) 


and 13100(e) define the term ‘‘claimant”’ as a party 
that files the statement of claim that initiates an 
arbitration). 

26 FINRA noted that it recently raised the claim 
amount limit for simplified arbitration from $25,000 
to $50,000. See id. at 37794 n. 57 (citing Securities 
Exchange Act Rel. No. 66913 (May 3, 2012), 77 FR 
27262 (May 9, 2012) (File No. SR-FINRA-2012- 
012)). FINRA also stated that ‘‘[t}ypically, as the 
claim amount increases, arbitrators encounter 
issues that are more complicated to resolve, and, 
thus, require more of their time.” Jd. at 37794. 

2? See Notice, 79 FR at 37788. 

28 See id. at 37794. 

29 Id. 

30 See, e.g., id. at 37790 (noting that although 
FINRA refers to rules in the Customer Code, the 
changes and discussion below also apply to the 
same rules of the Industry Code). 

31 Jd. 
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C. Proposed Increases to Certain Fees 
and Surcharges 


1, Proposed Amendments to FINRA 
Rules 12900 and 13900 (Fees Due When 
A Claim is Filed) 


Currently, Rules 12900(a) and 
13900(a) require a customer, associated 
person, other non-member, or member 
who files a claim, counterclaim, cross 
claim, or third party claim to pay a 


filing fee to initiate an arbitration. The 
filing fee consists of two parts: (1) A 
non-refundable fee, which FINRA keeps 
when a claim is filed, and (2) a deposit, 
which FINRA may return in whole or in 
part to the party that filed the claim in 
certain circumstances.*2 

Under the proposed rule change, 
FINRA would amend Rules 12900 and 
13900 to increase the filing fees for 


investors, associated persons, other non- 


members, or members bringing claims of 
more than $500,000.33 Tables 2 and 3 
(below) show the current filing fee, 
proposed filing fee, dollar and 
percentage changes, and the non- 
refundable and partial refund 
breakdown of each fee.#4 


(a) Filing Fees Paid by Customers, 
Associated Persons, or Other Non- 
Members 


PROPOSED FILING FEES FOR CUSTOMERS, ASSOCIATED PERSONS OR OTHER NON-MEMBER CLAIMANTS—TABLE 2 
EE RSE Ne ES ET a ES mT Ee ee ae ee ee ee on ae ea ee een ae eae es 


Amount of claim (exclusive of interest 
and expenses) 


By ON ae MEDIOND aoc aeevcars b -cece sass oneerrociaiavs 
DAUR e OD  ivnsudisssecacmssduccsansanvssevaiscenes 
POO ASSAD vscs dcccasssicesncsiesswoeseacsneonsecane 
ES ADO NOE MOOD ss scavcucsnccasosonosoasncwessaosicns 
TO TH OOD ais cnsssiccccscccecosssesacacssses 
23 ODO TSO ID iinsisveccsccsessasevaseascocssers> 
SO DOO TH TOD OD oss ssssvcccwsssevensennnserecescen 
100,000.01-—500,000 
50GB:900.01—1,00B B00 cocvccicsccsrescvesesccoseces 
1,000,000.01—5,000,000 
GET DS ODDODD secssiccccssonseosvsecssssedsvenvears 


Non-Refund- : 
Current claim Proposed Change in Percent able filing fee be ptr 
filing fee claim filing fee filing fee change with proposed ae so 
changes 9 
a a 
$50 $50 $0 0 $25 $25 
75 75 0 0 25 50 
175 175 0 0 50 125 
325 325 0 0 a 250 
425 425 0 0 125 300 
600 600 0 0 150 450 
975 975 0 0 225 750 
1,425 1,425 0 0 300 1,125 
1,575 1,725 150 10 [375] 425| [1,200] 1,300 
1,800 2,000 200 11 600 | [1,200] 1,400 
1,800 2,250 450 25 [600] 750 | [1,200] 1,500 
1,250 1/575 325 26 [250] 375 | [1,000] 1,200 





Non-Monetary/Not Specified ............00. 


As reflected in Table 2, under the 
proposed rule change, FINRA would 
increase the filing fees for claim 
amounts beginning at the $500,000.01 to 
$1,000,000 tier, so that the fee increases 
impact only those claimants with larger 
claims.#5 

The proposed rule change would also 
create two new tiers, at the upper level, 
to spread the cost increases among 
larger claims. The first new tier of 
$1,000,000.01 to $5,000,000 would have 











a filing fee of $2,000. The second new 
tier would begin at over $5,000,000, 
with a filing fee of $2,250.96 

In addition, the proposed rule change 
would increase the unspecified filing 
fee by $325. FINRA believes the 
unspecified claim fees should fall in the 
middle of the claim amount tiers for 
each fee type, where a majority of the 
specified claims are clustered.%7 

As stated above, FINRA believes that 
these increases would help fund the 








increases in arbitrator honoraria. 
Furthermore, FINRA believes potential 
impact of the proposed increased filing 
fee would be mitigated by, among other 
things, (1) FINRA allocating most of the 
increases to the refundable portion of 
the filing fee; #8 and (2) the ability of 
arbitrators to order a respondent to 
reimburse all or part of any filing fee 
paid in the award.#9 


(b) Filing Fees Paid by Members 


FILING FEES FOR MEMBER CLAIMANT—TABLE 3 






Amount of claim (exclusive of interest 
and expenses) 





HOR PANO concn cccosenpesveactoscsasdncsepenndeassussees 
ODOT R20 si. 52. easensncsossssoesoncesenunsoone 
PHONO AONB  0cincsnssosesucsesnseasnnennssenansauss 
SADO01 1G ODD. ......sc-.n0c3ceenssesnscedcensanonsse 


Current claim 
filing fee 


10,000.01—25,000 
25,000.01—50,000 
50,000.01—100,000 
100,000.01—500,00 


IS a cscressncse accuse eneccanis 


500,000.01—1 ,000,000 


1,000,000.01—5,000,000 





Over $5,000,000 


Non-Monetary/Not Specified ..............065 


32 See id. at 37788 (providing examples of when 
fees can be refunded and citing the FINRA rules 
governing the return of those, including Rules 
12902(b)-(d) and 13902(b)-(d)). 

33 See id. at 37791. 





Change in 
filing fee 


Proposed 
claim filing fee 





oooooo°oc°o 





— 
So 
oO 





3,400 200 
4,000 300 
1,700 200 





34 See id. at 37791—92 (discussing ‘‘Filing Fee 
Increases’). 

35 See id. 

36 See id. at 37792. 

















Partial refund 
with proposed 
changes 





Non-refund- 
able filing fee 


Percent 
change 














0 $25 
0 300 50 
0 400 125 
0 500 250 
0 750 300 
0 1,000 450 
0 1,000 750 
0 1,000 1,125 
4 [1,200] 1,300 
6 [1,200] 1,400 
8 [1,200] 1,500 
13 [1,000] 1,200 





37 See id. 

38 See id. See also id. n. 51. 

39 See Notice, 79 FR at 37792 (citing Rules 
12900(d) and 13900(d)). 
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As reflected in Table 3, the proposed 
rule change would also increase the 
filing fee for members at the highest 
claim amount tiers, as well as at the 
unspecified claim tier. For each of the 
above increases, FINRA stated that it is 
proposing to add the increased amount 
to the refundable portion of the filing 
fee, explaining that “this part of the 
filing fee, which is linked closely to 
FINRA’s costs to administer arbitration 
cases, particularly hearing sessions, 
could be avoided if the parties agree to 
settle.” 4° 


2. Proposed Amendments to FINRA 
Rules 12901 and 13901 (Member 
Surcharge) 

Currently, FINRA Rules 12901(a) and 
13901(a) provide that a surcharge will 


be assessed against each member that: 
(1) Files a claim, counterclaim, cross 
claim, or third party claim under the 
Codes; (2) is named as a respondent in 
a claim, counterclaim, cross claim, or 
third party claim filed and served under 
the Codes; or (3) employed, at the time 
the dispute arose, an associated person 
who is named as a respondent in a 
claim, counterclaim, cross claim, or 
third party claim filed and served under 
the Codes. FINRA explained that 
member surcharges are intended to 
allocate the costs of administering the 
arbitration case to the brokerage firms 
that are involved in those cases. Thus, 
each member is assessed a member 
surcharge, based on the aggregate claim 
amount, when it is brought into the 
case, whether through a claim, 


counterclaim, cross claim or third party 
claim. FINRA noted that the member 
surcharge is the responsibility of the 
member party and cannot be allocated 
to any other party (“non-allocable’’).41 


The proposal would amend Rules 
12901 and 13901 to increase the 
member surcharges primarily for claim 
amounts larger than $250,000. The 
proposal would also make a technical 
change to the title of the tiers in the 
“Member Surcharge’’ charts from 
“Amount in Dispute” to “Amount of 
Claim,” so that the title describing the 
claim amounts in all of the fee charts in 
the Codes would be consistent.42 


Table 4 (below) illustrates the current 
member surcharges, the proposed 
surcharge, and percentage increases. 


MEMBER SURCHARGE SCHEDULE—TABLE 4 





Amount [in dispute] of claim (exclusive of interest and expenses) 


os Oe NOLO cans a rasiscautcek cdasp exsacacenen cays as duaedaueerdseuaatae sade sasazagasataasseidsasesuions 
Be A OF FOI os tase sb sscaccnalnugscxsevacenantenscscytisacasn’ 
SOMMER ENR BORON 2 Saisncavincenca cece coveceansvendixanssidacacoedne 
WOOO: OT BE COO cs scscscunss scevsasconsencerpaatesaseancsees 
ER CHER ONE cM ONO 250s se yonh sszdsceaaasesecdgardastauaagtaie 
SOP CHORE CST FO OOD isis cc cncsssiaccacsasinrcavscunnesaadewanddios 
SOF COU OP TO OO a5. <cnccascsascvesccntcsesvacesasccseceness 
TOD,OOO. O9— 250 OOO 0c inesinssescnsceacactencecssssensaeee 
BO OOOO SO Oo cviscssnsscnvsnssaniescsatacennevacesnes 
500,000 OF— FOG OC a. s.cccsscnsceccosnsnseacicsvscessenss 
WOOD CRE CF Fo, CORR CIE osc scpeccsnccnssesvaccssncsaascenns 
9,000,000. OF- 10 OOO OOD) 2c:...cccccccnsncscavasasacesoesea 
CUS GAG OO OO svissis ccccncssiessscascnsssosdeteconnstunvende: 















Current Proposed Percentage 
surcharge unchonn Change ounan 
a 
$150 $150 $0 0 
sahsscs quad eastduasenscsanatuaslese i503 200 150 (50) (25) 
ates eeaaicedesncahancsnevintniatseeeial 325 325 0) 0 
nde wdgenatnasdewantadataseasiagtagiiiies 425 450 25 6 
ded dia abide Sasy cass sasessas esau 600 750 150 25 
eucavonanscssaonngignadssushheeaiietee 875 750 (125) (14) 
pda leaatar facsragthexnanaadciseestnes atid 1,100 1,100 0 0 
pastas iadaatesu lesen actazies ass sdared iaat 1,700 1,700 0 0 
eiateenldetaasy pdaieteaasi acdsee 1,700 1,900 200 12 
eda ncaa tatancupawandcadaaak coat igieds 2,250 2,475 225 10 
ddarantiaeaasisacaaeaaauasseunaeenataes 2,800 3,025 225 8 
ee dataigs ton Gc Lats once a eee teas 3,350 3,600 250 8 
daucagartassscei sta diasacstetubasdxeca3 3,750 4,025 275 7 
sash ya sadssagdaningsidastacuaacnedeess 1,500 1,900 





As reflected in Table 4, the proposal 
would reduce the member surcharge for 
some smaller claims 4% and increase the 
member surcharge for larger claims.44 
The proposal would also increase the 
member surcharge assessed for 
unspecified claims by $400.45 FINRA 
believes that this change is consistent 
with comparable increases in the 
unspecified filing fees for customer and 
industry claimants. FINRA also noted 
that member surcharges would remain 
non-allocable under the proposal, and, 
thus, would not result in any additional 
costs to customers.*® 

The proposal would also combine the 
current $25,000.01-to-$30,000 and 
$30,000.01-to-$50,000 tiers. FINRA 
stated that this change ‘‘was intended to 
make the proposed tiers in the surcharge 
schedule more consistent with other fee 


40 Jd. (citing Rules 12701(a) and 13701(a)). 

41 See id. at 37788 (citing Rules 12901 (a)(4) and 
13901(d)). See also Rules 12701(b) and 13701(b). 

42 See Notice, 79 FR at 37788. 

43 See id. at 37790. 


Non-Monetary/Not Specified ..........cccceeceeeeeeees 








schedules in the Codes.” 47 FINRA also 
believes that this merger “is a more 
practical approach for case 
administration purposes, and would 
make the surcharge schedule easier to 
understand for parties.’ 48 In addition, 
the proposal would divide the current 
$100,000.01-to-$500,000 tier with its 
surcharge of $1,700 into two new tiers. 
The surcharge for the new $100,000.01- 
to-$250,000 tier would remain $1,700 
while the surcharge for the new 
$250,000.01-to-$500,000 tier would 
increase by $200 or about 12 percent. 
FINRA proposed this change because it 
believes “‘a large percentage of claims 
fall within the current tier and FINRA 
decided that there should be a greater 
distinction between the claims.” 4% 


44 See id. n. 49 (noting that the surcharge for the 
$10,000.01-to-$25,000 tier would also increase by 
$25 or 6 percent). 

45 See id. at 37790-91. 

46 See id.at 37791. 

47 Td. 

481d. 

















3. Proposed Amendments to FINRA 
Rules 12902 and 13902 (Hearing Session 
Fees, and Other Costs and Expenses) 


Currently, FINRA Rules 12902(a) and 
13902(a) assess a hearing session fee for 
each hearing session held. A hearing 
session is a meeting of the parties and 
arbitrators, including any hearing, pre- 
hearing, and injunctive hearing.>° 
According to FINRA, the hearing 
session fee is “intended to offset 
FINRA’s cost to conduct hearing 
sessions.” >1 


As FINRA explained, the hearing 
session fee is allocable to the parties and 
based on the highest claim amount 
within the case. In addition, Rules 
12902(a)(1) and 13902(a)(1) provide 
arbitrators the authority to apportion the 
fees in any manner, including assessing 


49 Td. 

50 See id. at 37788. 

51 Jd, at 37789 (noting that ‘‘[t]he cost of 
conducting a hearing session includes arbitrator 
compensation and travel expenses, hearing 
conference rooms, and staff work and expenses’’). 
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the entire amount against one party.°? 
FINRA also stated that it applies the 
refundable portion of the filing fee 
against any hearing session fees 
assessed against the party that paid the 
filing fee.53 

FINRA is proposing to amend Rule 
12902 to increase the hearing session 
fees for claims of more than $500,000.54 
The proposal would also make two 
technical changes to the “Hearing 
Session Fees”’ charts: (1) Add 
“(exclusive of interest and expenses)”’ to 
the “Amount of Claim”’ title to make it 
consistent with those in the Codes’ 


other fee schedules and to clarify that 
hearing session fees are based on the 
claim amount and do not include 
interest or expenses; °° and (2) change 
the title of the tier currently identified 
as “Unspecified” to ‘“Non-Monetary/Not 
Specified”’ so that the title is consistent 
with those in the other fee schedules in 


the Codes.5®& 
Tables 5 and 6 (below) illustrate the 


current fee for hearing sessions with 
either one or three arbitrators, the 
proposed fee, dollar and percentage 
changes, and the arbitrator payment at 
each tier. 


(a) Hearings With One Arbitrator 


As reflected in Table 5 (below), under 
the proposed rule change, the fees for a 
hearing session with one arbitrator 
would not change.®”? FINRA noted, 
however, that the proposal would create 
two new tiers, beginning at $500,000.01, 
so that the tiers for the fees for a hearing 
session with one arbitrator match the 
claim amount tiers for filing fees. FINRA 
would retain the $450 hearing session 
fee for each new tier.>* 


TABLE 5—HEARING SESSION FEES FOR SESSION WITH ONE ARBITRATOR 
esses lomiescesee esata sisal hailed aan Reet dandelion ehmaeinaiianahda 


Amount of claim (exclusive of interest and expenses) 


$.01-$2,500 
2,500.01—5,000 

5,000.01—10,000 
10,000.01—25,000 
25,000.01—50,000 
50,000.01—100,000 

100,000.01—500,000 
500,000.01—1,000,000 
1,000,000.01—5,000,000 
Over $5,000,000 


Current fee for | Proposed fee 
session/ for session/ Chance Percent 
decision w/ decision w/ 9 change 
one arbitrator | one arbitrator 
pe a eee 
paleo niotpstey eau taeowarnns eae umaremeceae $50 $50 $0 0 
Be siuise sacsnen Paucsee Miccverennsteeseeee oy 125 125 0 0 
cep em Iasguepeaacaat Sra Rea 250 250 0 0 
Bat ehineatsasaanss deaei-cauan sauteopuveneas pau 450 450 0 0 
Bhpserate eae tease Me noneuie aes 450 450 0 0 
ety ra eee nen sree ee 450 450 0 0 
Sr eaipasacshaaeh einen ceo 450 450 0 0 
chassis sudtonbua’ ceahbosvuddoupulcenecuss 450 450 0 0 
Ratan Rcsitisaten tote  Mcent ee a 450 450 0 0 
Sa feds seoebewccdtapssas un etece tess wel dooce 450 450 0 0 
senate an wane uma ater hayes 450 450 0 0 


[Unspecified Damages] Non-Monetary/Not Specified 


FINRA stated that ‘‘[iJn assessing the 
hearing session fees for cases heard by 
one arbitrator, FINRA determined to 
retain the current fee structure. . . even 
though the current fees would not cover 
the proposed increased honoraria 
payments for claims in the $.01-$10,000 








tiers.’’>9 FINRA explained that it 
“would retain the current fees for these 
lower claim amounts, so that the forum 
remains accessible and affordable to 
claimants with smaller claims.’’ 6° 








(b) Hearings With Three Arbitrators 


As reflected in Table 6 (below), the 
proposal would create new tiers for 
claims amounts starting at $500,000.01 
for hearing sessions with three 
arbitrators and would increase the fees 
only for those tiers.®! 


TABLE 6—HEARING SESSION FEES FOR SESSION WITH THREE ARBITRATORS 


Amount of claim (exclusive of interest and expenses) 


Up-$2,500 
2,500.01—5,000 

5,000.01—10,000 
10,000.01—25,000 
25,000.01—50,000 
50,000.01—100,000 

100,000.01-—500,000 
500,000.01-—1 ,000,000 
1,000,000.01—5,000,000 
Over $5,000,000 


Current fee for “ee fee . 
so. | oe | Ome | oe 
arbitrators arbitrators 

ice eee is orate ee eae ae, Sota N/A N/A N/A N/A 
LIAS Ree ee Bee Ale cad ih N/A N/A N/A N/A 
SA A A Sl a Si RL N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Ith tena ere eta mee, N/A N/A N/A N/A 
pul aectemse rR nT atc ca tar rigs pe 600 600 0 0 
Sein tesneidce aunty wade Rene eee 750 750 0 0 
Setpacsboaeateea fa Supa tesemoastpned Rings 1,125 1,125 0 0 
Pete Bou ar ean errands 1,200 1,300 100 8 
Bove cospeseunbestemessuceuhcaconeassyuneens 1,200 1,400 200 17 
Beet i tl Bele ania cael 1,200 1,500 300 25 

sedi Weteie othe aie es Sate ona os 1,000 1,125 125 13 


[Unspecified Damages] Non-Monetary/Not Specified 


52 See id. (noting that ‘‘[aJrbitrators may assess the 
hearing session fees in the award, or by arbitrator 
order if the parties held hearing sessions before 
agreeing to settle’’). See also id. n. 34 (explaining 
that “[t]he parties may agree to a different allocation 
in the settlement agreement”’). 

53 See Notice, 79 FR at 37789. See also id. at 
37788 (explaining, for example, that “if a case goes 
to hearing, and the panel orders a respondent to pay 








all hearing session fees, the refundable portion of 
the filing fee will be refunded to the claimants, less 
any fees, costs, and expenses that may have been 
assessed against this party under the Code”). 

54 See Notice, 79 FR at 37792. 

55 See id. at 37793 (noting that the exclusion of 
interest or other expenses “would codify current 
practice”’). 








56 See id. at 37793-94. 
57 See id. at 37792. 

58 See id. at 37793. 

59 Jd, 

60 See id. 

61 See id. 
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FINRA stated that it would retain the 
current fees for lower claim amounts 
despite the fact that “the hearing session 
fees do not cover the forum’s actual 
costs for smaller claims.’ © FINRA 
stated that it intends this proposed 
amendment to keep the forum 
accessible and affordable for claimants 
with smaller claims.®* FINRA further 
noted that the proposed increases on 
larger claim amounts ‘‘would provide 
the forum with enough revenue to cover 
its honoraria payments for these cases as 
well as offset the deficits created at the 
lower tier amounts.” ©4 


4. Proposed Amendments to FINRA 
Rules 12903 and 13903 (Process Fees 
Paid by Members) 

Currently, FINRA Rules 12903(a) and 
13903(a) require each member that is a 


party to an arbitration in which the 
claim amount is more than $25,000 to 
pay process fees, which are assessed at 
specific milestones in each case.® In 
particular, FINRA assesses each member 
a non-refundable prehearing process fee 
of $750 at the time the parties are sent 
arbitrator lists and a non-refundable 
hearing process fee, based on the claim 
amount, when the parties are notified of 
the date and location of the hearing on 
the merits. Like the member surcharges, 
the process fee is non-allocable to other 
parties to the arbitration.®® 


As reflected in Table 7 (below), the 
proposal would combine the prehearing 
process fee and hearing process fee, into 
one fee, which would be due at the time 
the parties are sent the arbitrator lists.®7 
FINRA recognizes that this change 


would result in an increase to the 
member process fee in many cases.©8 
However, FINRA believes this change is 
“necessary to ensure that the forum has 
the resources available at the initial 
stages of a case to cover the proposed 
honoraria increases.’ ©? Further, FINRA 
states that this change would also 
‘“‘make the collection process more 
efficient for FINRA and the members, as 
it would reduce the number of invoices 
sent and collection activities performed 
by FINRA’s Finance Department.” 7° 
The proposed rule change would also 
amend Rule 12903 to increase the 
member process fees for claim amounts 
larger than $250,000.71 


Table 7 (below) shows the current 
process fees, the proposed combined 
fees, and the changes between the two. 


MEMBER PROCESS FEE SCHEDULE—TABLE 7 
a ee ee ee ee ee 


Amount of claim (exclusive of interest 
and expenses) 


$.01-$5,000 
2,500.01—5,000 

5,000.01—10,000 
10,000.01—25,000 
25,000.01—30,000 
30,000.01—50,000 
50,000.01—100,000 

100,000.01—250,000 
250,000.01-500,000 
500,000.01—1,000,000 
1,000,000.01—5,000,000 

5,000,000.01—10,000,000 
Over 10,000,000 





‘ ‘ Current 
Pre-hearing Hearing : Pp f h Percentage 
process fee process fee onenen ties roposed fees Change change 
sii iia cc ie aca tna naan ata 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
750 1,000 1,750 N/A N/A N/A 
750 1,000 1,750 N/A N/A N/A 
750 1,700 2,450 2,250 (200) (8) 
750 2,750 3,500 3,250 (250) (7) 
750 2,750 3,500 3,750 250 7 
750 4,000 4,750 5,075 325 7 
750 5,000 5,750 6,175 425 7 
750 5,500 6,250 6,800 550 9 
750 5,500 6,250 7,000 750 12 
750 2,200 2,950 3,750 800 27 





Non-Monetary/Not Specified .............00.. 


The proposal would increase the fees 
for claim amounts beginning with the 
new $250,000.01-to-$500,000 tier. 
Similar to the member surcharge 
increase discussed above, FINRA is 
proposing to spread the process fee 
increases among larger claim amounts, 
while retaining or decreasing the fees 
associated with the lower claim 
amounts.”* The proposal would also 
increase the process fees assessed for 
unspecified claims by $800. FINRA 
believes that this change is consistent 
with comparable increases in the 
unspecified filing fees for customer and 
industry claimants.”* FINRA also 
explained that the member process fee— 
like the member surcharge increase 


62 Jd. 

63 Td. 

64 Id. 

65 See id. at 37788. 

66 See id. (citing Rules 12903(c) and 13903(c)). 
See also Rules 12701(b) and 13701(b). 

67 See Notice, 79 FR at 37791. 

68 See id. 











discussed above—would remain non- 
allocable under the proposal, and, thus, 
would not result in any additional costs 
to customers.7”4 


Ill. Summary of Comments and 
FINRA’s Response 


As noted above, the Commission 
received eight comment letters on the 
proposed rule change 75 and a response 
letter from FINRA.’® As discussed in 
more detail below, all of the eight 
commenters expressed support, in 
whole or in part, for FINRA’s 
proposal.’” Three of the eight 
commenters, however, also suggested 
further modifications.7® In addition, two 
of the eight commenters also expressed 


69 Jd, 

70 Jd. 

71 See id. at 37791. 
72 See id. 

73 See id. 

74 See id. 


75 See supra note 4. 





partial opposition to the proposal.”® The 
sections below outline the suggestions 
or specific concerns raised by those five 
commenters as well as FINRA’s 
response. 


A. FINRA Members Should Pay All 
Proposed Fee Increases 


While a majority of the commenters 
supported the proposed increase in 
arbitrator honoraria, two commenters 
opposed the proposed increase in filing 
fees that customers would pay to help 
fund the honoraria increases.8° 


One of these commenters expressed 
concern “‘that requiring investors to pay 
the increased honorarium by raising the 
filing fees may deny them access to the 


76 See supra note 6. 

77 See Caruso Letter; Bakhtiari Letter; Aidikoff 
Letter; PLIABA Letter; PIRC Letter; FSI Letter; 
NASAA Letter; and Quarequio Letter. 

78 See PIRC Letter; FSI Letter; and Quarequio 
Letter. 

79 See PIABA Letter and NASAA Letter. 

80 See PIABA Letter at 1-2; NASAA Letter at 2. 
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forum.’’ 81 Rather, this commenter stated 
that ‘FINRA members should be 
responsible for paying 100% of the 
proposed increased filing fees claims’’ 
given that “‘investors are forced into the 
FINRA arbitration forum as a result of 
mandatory arbitration.” 82 

Similarly, a second commenter 
opposed ‘“‘FINRA’s effort to pass along 
increased honoraria costs to investors 
that are forced into FINRA’s dispute 
resolution forum as the result of 
industry mandatory pre-dispute 
arbitration agreements.” 8% This 
commenter contended that investors 
with ‘’more complicated to resolve’ and 
‘time-consuming’ claims might prefer 
pursuing their claims in court rather 
than paying more for FINRA arbitrators 
to handle the disputes.”’ 84 

In addition, both of these commenters 
argued that because FINRA member 
firms use pre-dispute arbitration 
agreements (‘“‘PDAAs”’) to require their 
customers to arbitrate claims, investors 
do not have a choice of forum. 
Consequently, these commenters 
asserted that such investors should not 
be required to pay the proposed increase 
in filing fees.85 

In response, FINRA noted that ‘‘as 
claimants and respondents utilize the 
arbitration facilities to resolve disputes, 
it would be inequitable for industry 
members to pay 100 percent of the filing 
fee increase.” 8° Furthermore, FINRA 
disagreed with the one commenter’s 
assertion that an increase in filing fees 
for investors may serve to deny access 
to the forum for investors.8” Rather, 
FINRA stated that the proposal would 
help minimize the impact on claimants 
of the increased fees because ‘“‘the filing 
fee increases begin for claims over 
$500,000 and a majority of the increases 
are added to the refundable portion of 
the fee.” 88 

In response to the comment that 
investors may not be able to afford the 
proposed filing fees after having 


81 PIABA Letter at 1-2. 

82 Id. at 2. 

83 NASAA Letter at 2 (NASAA generally supports 
and ‘‘does not question FINRA’s need to update 
arbitrator honoraria” and ‘‘appreciates FINRA’s 
efforts to mitigate the impact to smaller public 
users,” however, ““NASAA respectfully disagrees 
with FINRA that it is incumbent upon [investors] 
to pay or contribute more to enhance FINRA’s 
dispute resolution program.”’). 

84 Jd. (claiming that state court filing fees in most 
jurisdictions are generally less than the filing fees 
contemplated in the proposal). See also id. (stating 
that ‘investors with catastrophic losses as might be 
found in half- to multi-million dollar claims are 
often the least able to afford large fees’’). 

85 See PIABA Letter at 2; NASAA Letter at 2. 

86 Response Letter at 3. 

87 See id. (citing PIABA Letter at 1-2). 

88 Td. (citing Notice, 79 FR at 37791-92). 


suffered ‘‘catastrophic losses,” 8° FINRA 
noted that “‘an inability to pay the filing 
fees would not foreclose an investor’s 
ability to seek redress in the forum” as 
FINRA may waive the filing fees “[i]f an 
investor demonstrates financial 
hardship.” 9° 

In its response, FINRA also noted that 
neither the use of PDAAs by FINRA 
members nor whether certain claims 
should be litigated in court or arbitrated 
is the subject of the proposal. 
Consequently, FINRA stated that both 
issues are ‘‘outside the scope of the 
filing.” 91 Nevertheless, FINRA noted 
that, while the proposed filing fees may 
not be comparable to those in state 
courts, “investors experience substantial 
savings in arbitration compared to 
litigation.” 9 Accordingly, FINRA 
stated that “‘the benefits and cost 
savings of arbitration make filing an 
arbitration claim a less costly option for 
investors,” 94 

Therefore, for these reasons, FINRA 
declined to modify the proposed rule 
change to assign all filing fee increases 
to FINRA members.94 


B, Assessment of Forum Fees Against 
Respondents 


One commenter that opposed the 
proposal, stating that FINRA members 
should be responsible for paying all of 
the proposed increased filing fees, also 
contended that ‘‘[t]his point is 
emphasized even more when you 
consider that arbitration panels rarely 
assess forum fees against respondents 
even when they find the respondents 
liable for the claimants’ losses.’’ 9° 

FINRA refuted this commenter’s 
assertion, calling it ‘inaccurate and 
misleading.” 9° FINRA noted that 
“arbitrators make allocation decisions 
on a case-by-case basis depending on 
what happened during the hearings.”’ °” 
FINRA also stated that it reviewed 
customer claimant cases closed by 
award from 2011 through 2013 and, 
‘‘fiJn only four of these cases (less than 
one percent), the respondent was found 


59 See supra note 84. 

90 Response Letter at 3. 

91d. 

92 Jd. (explaining that, for example, ‘claims in 
arbitration are typically resolved more quickly than 
claims in litigation” and ‘investors in arbitration 
avoid the expense of depositions and similar costs 
associated with discovery in litigation’’). 

93 Jd. at 4. 

94 See id. 

95 PIABA Letter at 2. 

96 Response Letter at 5. 

97 Jd. (explaining that arbitrator training materials 
and the Award Information Sheet guide arbitrators 
on making allocation decisions and noting that 
some of the factors arbitrators might consider when 
making allocation decisions include ‘‘a party’s 
perceived ability to pay forum fees’’). 


liable for claimants’ losses, but was not 
assessed any fees.” 98 FINRA further 
stated that three of those four cases were 
pursued by claimants in default 
proceedings,?° and in the fourth case, 
only the claimant appeared at the 
hearing.1°° Furthermore, with respect to 
the fourth case, FINRA also stated that 
it “waived the claimant's filing fees in 
that matter and the arbitrators awarded 
the claimant more than 160 percent of 
the compensatory damages claimed plus 
$15,000 in sanctions from the 
respondent firm.” 101 

For these reasons, FINRA declined to 
modify its proposal in response to 
comments. 


C. Request Additional Data 


One commenter claimed that FINRA’s 
proposal does not provide sufficient 
information “‘to assess the 
reasonableness or anticipated 
effectiveness of the increases that 
FINRA proposes” because the statistical 
models and underlying data were not 
provided to the public.19? This 
commenter requested that FINRA 
produce, as part of the public comment 
file, the statistical models FINRA used 
to ‘‘match anticipated revenue with 
expenses for purposes of setting 
increased rates.” 193 

In response to this comment, FINRA 
stated that the information provided in 
the proposal is ‘‘sufficient to elicit 
meaningful comment.” 1°4 Moreover, 
FINRA noted that its financial systems 
and the data generated by those systems 
“are used by only FINRA staff when 
conducting FINRA business and 
operations.’ 1°5 Accordingly, FINRA 
claimed that ‘‘[b]ecause of the 
proprietary nature of these systems and 
their data, FINRA believes this 
information should remain non- 
public.” 196 


D. Enhance Recruitment To Expand the 
Arbitrator Roster 


One commenter claimed that it cannot 
assess whether there is a need for 
increased arbitrator honoraria because 
FINRA’s proposal does not provide 
‘‘basic information regarding the 
existing size or quality of FINRA’s 


98 Td. 

99 See id. (noting that in these three cases, the 
arbitrators assessed forum fees of $300, $300, and 
$1,425 respectively against the claimants). 

100 See id. (noting that in the fourth case, the 
arbitrators assessed the claimant a total of $4,500 
for two hearing sessions and four prehearing 
conference sessions). 

101 Jd, 

102 Td. 

103 NASAA Letter at 2. 

104 Response Letter at 5. 

105 Jd, 

106 Id. 
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existing arbitrator pool, including 
relevant recruiting and retention 
rates.” 197 This commenter also 
suggested that the Commission 
“consider expanding FINRA’s roster by 
revising arbitrator qualifications and by 
utilizing different recruiting methods of 
outreach.” 198 Finally, this commenter 
claimed that ‘““FINRA may have greater 
flexibility in setting honoraria amounts 
by expanding its geographical 
presence.” 109 

In response, FINRA stated that it 
“relies on a diverse roster of over 6,300 
arbitrators to maintain its fair, impartial 
and efficient system of dispute 
resolution”’ and that ‘‘|t]he exact 
number of arbitrators, broken down by 
public and non-public classifications, is 
updated monthly and published on 
[FINRA’s] Web site.” 11° FINRA also 
responded to the commenter’s concerns 
about the quality of FINRA’s arbitrators 
by describing its: (i) Minimum 
requirements for arbitrators; (ii) 
application and screening processes; 
(iii) background verification and re- 
verification processes; (iv) arbitrator 
training programs; (v) mandatory 
surveys to ensure Classification as either 
a public or a non-public arbitrator; and 
(vi) evaluation processes by FINRA staff, 
the parties, and fellow arbitrators at the 
conclusion of each case.!11 

With respect to the commenter’s 
concerns about expanding FINRA’s 
geographical presence, FINRA 
explained that it “already focuses on 
areas of the country where there is a 
lower number of available arbitrators” 
and that ‘‘[i]n its effort to recruit 
arbitrators from a diverse group of 
professionals, FINRA continues to 
conduct outreach activities in 
underserved locations.” 112 FINRA 
further noted that it ‘‘tracks the success 
of its recruitment initiatives by asking in 
its application how applicants learned 
of the arbitrator opportunity” and that 


107 NASAA Letter at 2. 

108 Jd. at 3. 

109 Jd, (explaining that ‘‘[e]xtending its reach in 
this manner would reduce FINRA travel expense 
reimbursements for many participants’’). 

110 Response Letter at 6 (citing FINRA, Arbitration 
& Mediation, Dispute Resolution Statistics, 
available at http://www.finra.org/ 
ArbitrationAndMediation/Arbitrators/ 
Responsibilites/OathofArbitrator/index.htm). See 
also id. (noting that FINRA’s roster ‘‘consists of 
arbitrators from various backgrounds, including 
educators, accountants, medical professionals and 
others, as well as lawyers and securities 
professionals’’). 

111 See Response Letter at 6-7. 

112 Jd. at 7 (citing, for example, ‘‘attending 
business and recruitment conferences, initiating 
direct marketing and ad campaigns, publishing 
articles in The Neutral Corner, and soliciting 
applicant referrals in a monthly email that is 
distributed to FINRA neutrals”’). 





“li]t also asks [applicants] to provide 
names of individuals whom they 
recommend for the roster.’’ 11% 

FINRA stated that ‘‘the increased 
honoraria would be helpful in its 
recruiting efforts, as staff has received 
feedback from prospective applicants 
who have declined to apply when they 
learn of the current pay structure.’ 114 
FINRA further explained that increased 
honoraria would also support its 
“retention objective, as current 
arbitrators express their concerns to 
FINRA staff regularly about the 
honoraria levels.” 115 

For these reasons, FINRA declined to 
modify its proposal. 


E. Apply Increased Honoraria 
Retroactively 


One commenter expressed concern 
that applying the proposed increased 
honoraria prospectively would create a 
two-tier pay structure: One for 
arbitrators assigned before the 
proposal’s effective date and another for 
those assigned after the effective date.11® 
This commenter suggested making the 
honoraria increase partially retroactive 
to pending cases. 

In response, FINRA explained that, 
although it understands the concern, it 
believes that if the suggestion was 
implemented it “would have a negative 
impact on the forum’s resources.” 117 
FINRA noted that if it were to extend 
the honoraria increases to pending 
cases, the honoraria payments would 
not be properly funded, as the fees in 
those cases would be based on the 
current, lower fee structure.118 FINRA 
stated that in order “‘[t]o simplify the 
technology programming and to ensure 
consistent application of the honoraria 
and fee changes, FINRA believes the 
increased honoraria should apply to 
cases filed on or after the effective 
date.”’ 119 

For these reasons, FINRA declined to 
modify the proposal to make the 
honoraria increase partially retroactive 
to pending cases. 


F. The Proposal Could Create Conflicts 
of Interest 


One commenter suggested that 
“FINRA should also consider the impact 
increased arbitrator compensation could 


113 Jd, 

414 Td. 

115 Id. 

116 See Quarequio Letter at 1 (stating that 
‘{ajlthough this imbalance would be temporary 
until existing cases work their way through the 
system, it does not appear fair to have, at least for 
some time, a ‘two-tier’ pay structure which 
penalizes those who have been arbitrators longer’’). 

117 Response Letter at 8. 

118 See id. 

119 Td. 


have on certain conflicts of interest.’’ 12° 
For example, “an arbitrator may be 
reluctant to grant a Motion to Dismiss 
because it would eliminate the potential 
compensation they would receive from 
serving on the panel.’’ 121 Therefore, this 
commenter suggested that FINRA 
consider paying a “set honorarium” 
which, the commenter believes, “would 
reduce or eliminate any reluctance on 
the part of the arbitrator to grant the 
motion that is motivated by a desire to 
be adequately compensated for their 
time.” 122 


In response, FINRA stated that it 
“does not believe that increasing the 
honoraria would prevent arbitrators 
from performing their duties and 
deciding disputes in a fair manner, as 
they must agree to do by executing the 
arbitrator oath.” 123 Furthermore, FINRA 
noted that, “‘if arbitrators deny a motion 
to dismiss, it would be because they 
believe that the grounds for dismissing 
a claim prior to the conclusion of a 
claimant’s case in chief have not been 
mat," 3 


FINRA also clarified that, although 
the commenter does not define “‘set 
honorarium,’ FINRA interpreted it to 
mean “a fixed amount, regardless of the 
number of motions decided or hearings 
held during a case.” 125 FINRA believes 
that such a payment structure would 
present the following challenges to the 
forum: (1) It would negate the benefit of 
providing the parties with some control 
over the tasks and activities that 
arbitrators need to perform in a case; 12° 
(2) it “would be unfair to parties whose 
arbitration case requires a minimal 
number of hearing sessions as well as to 
those arbitrators who sit on cases with 
a large number of hearing sessions;” 127 
and (3) “more cases would go to 
hearing, as there would be no incentive 
to settle, which would result in an 
increase in forum expenses.”’ 128 


For these reasons, FINRA declined to 
amend the proposal to pay a ‘“‘set 
honorarium.”’ 


120 FS] Letter at 2. 

SPE TCE 

122 Jd. 

123 Response Letter at 8 (citing Canon 1 of the 
Code of Ethics for Arbitrators in Commercial 
Disputes which states that ‘‘an arbitrator should 
uphold the integrity and fairness of the arbitration 
process” and requires that ‘arbitrators conduct 
themselves in a way that is fair to all parties and 
should not be swayed by outside pressure, public 
clamor, and fear of criticism or self-interest’’). 

124 Id. at 8-9. 

125 Jd. at 9. 

126 See id. 

127 Id. 

428 Jed. 
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G. Calculate Hearing Session Fees at an 
Hourly Rate 


One commenter suggested changing 
FINRA’s current payment structure for 
arbitrators ‘‘from sessions of ‘four hours 
or less’ to an hourly rate.” 129 
Specifically, this commenter claimed 
that, in its experience, “most hearing 
sessions last significantly less than four 
hours and the length of each session can 
vary considerably,” 13° and that 
arbitrators are compensated the same 
amount regardless of whether a hearing 
session lasts two hours or four hours.131 

In response, FINRA explained that the 
structure of hearing session payments is 
not the subject of this rule filing and 
therefore outside the scope of the 
proposal.132 Therefore, FINRA declined 
to respond to that comment at this 
time.133 
IV. Discussion and Commission 
Findings 

The Commission has carefully 
considered the proposal, the comments 
received, and FINRA’s responses to the 
comments. Based on its review of the 
record, the Commission finds that the 
proposed rule change is consistent with 
the requirements of the Act and the 
rules and regulations thereunder 
applicable to a national securities 
association.1%4 In particular, the 
Commission finds that the proposed 
rule change is consistent with Section 
15A(b)(5) of the Act,?#® which requires 
that FINRA’s rules provide for the 
equitable allocation of reasonable dues, 
fees, and other charges among its 
members and other persons using any 
facility or system which FINRA operates 
or controls. The Commission also finds 
that the proposed rule change is 
consistent with Section 15A(b)(6) of the 
Act,?36 which requires, among other 
things, that FINRA’s rules be designed 
to prevent fraudulent and manipulative 
acts and practices, to promote just and 
equitable principles of trade, and, in 
general, to protect investors and the 
public interest. 

As outlined above, the Commission 
received eight comment letters on the 
proposed rule change 137 and FINRA’s 


129PIRC Letter at 2 (suggesting that ‘‘[t]his more 
equitable compensation structure should help 
eliminate unnecessary expenses to FINRA—which 
are passed along to claimants and members”’). 

130 Id. 

131 See id. 

132 See Response Letter at 9. 

133 See id. 

134 ]n approving the proposed rule change, the 
Commission has also considered the rule change’s 
impact on efficiency, competition, and capital 
formation. See 15 U.S.C. 78c(f). 

13515 U.S.C. 780-3(b)(5). 

136 15 U.S.C. 780-3(b)(6). 

137 See supra note 4. 


response to the comments.!38 While the 
Commission appreciates the suggestions 
raised by some commenters, the 
Commission believes that FINRA 
responded appropriately to their 
concerns. Most notably, the Commission 
agrees with FINRA’s observation that 
‘‘la] majority of the commenters 
acknowledge that, as it has been 15 
years since the last increase, the 
proposed increase is long overdue and 
critical to the forum in recruiting and 
retaining a roster of high quality 
arbitrators.’’ 139 

Specifically, the Commission believes 
that the proposed rule change would 
further the purposes of the Act as it 
provides for the equitable allocation of 
reasonable fees, surcharges and other 
charges among FINRA members, 
customers, associated persons, or other 
non-members using FINRA’s arbitration 
forum.14° The Commission agrees with 
the views of certain commenters that 
FINRA: (1) “‘investigated several 
alternative approaches for increasing 
honoraria and has struck an effective 
balance”’ and (2) took ‘‘a measured and 
balanced approach to the economic 
considerations that are associated with 
the arbitrator honoraria increases.” 141 
The Commission also notes, as certain 
commenters did, “FINRA’s effort to 
minimize the exposure of the fee 
increases to the investing public.” 142 
The Commission also agrees that 
FINRA’s proposal to allocate the 
majority of the proposed fee increases 
among higher claim amounts will help 
‘‘{minimize] the impact of the increases 
on smaller claims and keeps the 
arbitration forum accessible for the 
small investor.” 14% 

Moreover, the Commission also 
believes that the proposed rule change 


138 See supra note 6. 

139 Response Letter at 2. See also Aidikoff Letter 
at 1 (stating that “there has been no increase in the 
arbitrator honoraria for fifteen years and in my view 
increasing these payments will help retain qualified 
individuals in the pool as well as helping to recruit 
new arbitrators’’). 

140 See 15 U.S.C. 780-3(b)(5). 

141 Caruso Letter at 1. See also Aidikoff Letter at 
1 (stating that “increasing these payments will help 
retain qualified individuals in the pool as well as 
helping to recruit new arbitrators.’’); Bakhtiari 
Letter at 1 (stating that ‘‘[t]he honoraria raise is fair 
and will not materially affect aggrieved public 
investors that file claims in the Finra forum’’). 

142 PIRC Letter at 1-2 (noting that the fee 
allocation “is consistent with FINRA’s goal of 
maintaining a just and equitable forum for parties 
to settle their disputes’). See also NASAA Letter at 
1—2 (stating that it ‘‘appreciates FINRA’s efforts to 
mitigate the impact to smaller public users’’). 

143 Response Letter at 4. See also id. (explaining 
that ‘‘to further mitigate the impact of the filing fee 
increases, most of the increases would be added to 
the refundable portion of the filing fee’’ and noting 
that ‘‘the filing fee and hearing session fee increases 
for customers begin for claim amounts of more than 
$500,000”). 


would further the purposes of the Act as 
it is reasonably designed to protect 
investors and the public interest.144 In 
addition to the observations above 
regarding FINRA’s efforts to minimize 
the exposure of its fee increases to 
investors in order to keep the forum 
accessible to small investors,!4° the 
Commission also agrees with FINRA’s 
assessment that the proposal is designed 
to ‘retain a roster of high-quality 
arbitrators and attract qualified 
individuals who possess the skills 
necessary to manage arbitration cases 
and consider thoroughly all arbitration 
issues presented, which are essential 
elements for FINRA to meet its 
regulatory objective of protecting the 
investing public.” 146 

For the reasons stated above, the 
Commission finds that the proposed 
rule change is consistent with the Act 
and the rules and regulations 
thereunder. 


V. Conclusion 


It is therefore ordered, pursuant to 
Section 19(b)(2) of the Act,147 that the 
proposed rule change (SR-FINRA- 
2014-026), be, and hereby is, approved. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Trading and Markets, pursuant to delegated 
authority.144 
Kevin M. O'Neill, 

Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23568 Filed 10—-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[Release No. 34-73238; File No. SR-FINRA- 
2014-038] 


Self-Regulatory Organizations; 
Financial Industry Regulatory 
Authority, Inc.; Notice of Filing of a 
Proposed Rule Change To Adopt 
FINRA Rule 3110(e) (Responsibility of 
Member To Investigate Applicants for 
Registration) in the Consolidated 
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Pursuant to Section 19(b)(1) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (“Act”’ 
or ‘‘SEA’’)1 and Rule 19b—4 thereunder,? 
notice is hereby given that on 
September 18, 2014, Financial Industry 
Regulatory Authority, Inc. (‘““FINRA”’) 


144 See 15 U.S.C. 780-3(b)(6). 

145 See supra notes 142 and 143 and 
accompanying text. 

146 See Notice, 79 FR at 377887. See also 
Response Letter at 2. 

14715 U.S.C, 78s(b)(2). 

14817 CFR 200.30-3(a)(12). 

115 U.S.C. 78s(b)(1). 

217 CFR 240.19b-4. 
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filed with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (‘‘SEC”’ or ‘‘Commission”’) 
the proposed rule change as described 
in Items I, II and III below, which Items 
have been prepared by FINRA. The 
Commission is publishing this notice to 
solicit comments on the proposed rule 
change from interested persons. 


I. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Terms of Substance of 
the Proposed Rule Change 


FINRA is proposing to adopt NASD 
Rule 3010(e) (Qualifications 
Investigated) relating to background 
investigations as FINRA Rule 3110(e) 
(Responsibility of Member to Investigate 
Applicants for Registration) in the 
consolidated FINRA rulebook. The 
proposed rule change streamlines and 
clarifies the rule language and adds a 
provision to require members to adopt 
written procedures that are reasonably 
designed to verify the accuracy and 
completeness of the information 
contained in an applicant’s Form U4 
(Uniform Application for Securities 
Industry Registration or Transfer). In 
addition, the proposed rule change adds 
Supplementary Material .15 (Temporary 
Program to Address Underreported 
Form U4 Information) to FINRA Rule 
3110 (Supervision) to establish a 
temporary program that will issue a 
refund to members of Late Disclosure 
Fees assessed for the late filing of 
responses to Form U4 Question 14M, 
subject to specified conditions. 

The proposed rule change would 
delete NASD Rule 3010(f) (Applicant’s 
Responsibility), Incorporated NYSE 
Rule 345.11 (Investigation and Records) 
and Incorporated NYSE Rule 
Interpretation 345.11/01 (Application— 
Investigation) and /02 (Application— 
Records). 


The text of the proposed rule change 
is available on FINRA’s Web site at 
http://www. finra.org, at the principal 
office of FINRA and at the 
Commission’s Public Reference Room. 


II. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


In its filing with the Commission, 
FINRA included statements concerning 
the purpose of and basis for the 
proposed rule change and discussed any 
comments it received on the proposed 
rule change. The text of these statements 
may be examined at the places specified 
in Item IV below. FINRA has prepared 
summaries, set forth in sections A, B, 
and C below, of the most significant 
aspects of such statements. 


A. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement of the Purpose of, and 
Statutory Basis for, the Proposed Rule 
Change 


1. Purpose 


As part of the process of developing 
a new consolidated rulebook 
(“Consolidated FINRA Rulebook’’),? 
FINRA is proposing to adopt NASD 
Rule 3010(e) relating to background 
investigations as FINRA Rule 3110(e). 
The proposed rule change streamlines 
and clarifies the rule language. In 
addition, the proposed rule change adds 
a provision to proposed FINRA Rule 
3110(e) to require members to adopt 
written procedures that are reasonably 
designed to verify the accuracy and 
completeness of the information 
contained in an applicant’s Form U4 as 
described below. Further, the proposed 
rule change adds Supplementary 
Material .15 to FINRA Rule 3110 to 
establish a temporary program that will 
issue a refund to members of Late 
Disclosure Fees assessed for the late 
filing of responses to Form U4 Question 
14M, subject to specified conditions. 

The proposed rule change would 
delete NASD Rule 3010(f) because it has 
been rendered obsolete. The proposed 
rule change would also delete 
Incorporated NYSE Rule 345.114 and 
NYSE Rule Interpretation 345.11/01 and 
/02 as they are substantially similar to 
proposed FINRA Rule 3110(e), 
addressed by other rules or otherwise 
rendered obsolete by the proposed 
approach reflected in FINRA Rule 
3110(e). 


]. Existing Requirements 


A critical part of the registration 
process in the securities industry is the 
background investigation of applicants 
for registration and the timely and 
accurate reporting of information to the 
Central Registration Depository (CRD®) 
system via the Form U4. For instance, 
FINRA reviews the information 
disclosed on the Form U4 to determine 
whether an applicant is subject to a 


3 The current FINRA rulebook consists of (1) 
FINRA Rules; (2) NASD Rules; and (3) rules 
incorporated from NYSE (“Incorporated NYSE 
Rules’’) (together, the NASD Rules and Incorporated 
NYSE Rules are referred to as the ‘Transitional 
Rulebook’’). While the NASD Rules generally apply 
to all FINRA members, the Incorporated NYSE 
Rules apply only to those members of FINRA that 
are also members of the NYSE (‘‘Dual Members’”’). 
The FINRA Rules apply to all FINRA members, 
unless such rules have a more limited application 
by their terms. For more information about the 
rulebook consolidation process, see Information 
Notice March 12, 2008 (Rulebook Consolidation 
Process). 

4 For convenience, the proposed rule change 
refers to Incorporated NYSE Rules as NYSE Rules. 


statutory disqualification® or whether 
the applicant may present a regulatory 
risk for the firm and customers. Further, 
firms use the information reported to 
the CRD system to determine whether 
an applicant is subject to a statutory 
disqualification and to conduct 
background checks on applicants when 
making registration decisions. In 
addition, the information that FINRA 
releases to the public through 
BrokerCheck, which helps investors 
make informed choices about the 
individuals and firms with which they 
conduct business, is derived from the 
CRD system. 

NASD Rule 3010(e) provides that a 
firm must ascertain by investigation the 
good character, business reputation, 
qualifications and experience of an 
applicant before the firm applies to 
register that applicant with FINRA.® 
NASD Rule 3010{e) does not place any 
limits on the scope of such a 
background investigation—a firm must 
obtain all the necessary information to 
make an evaluation.’ In addition, if the 
applicant previously has been registered 
with FINRA, NASD Rule 3010[e) 
specifically requires that the firm review 
a copy of the applicant’s most recent 
Form U5 (Uniform Termination Notice 
for Securities Industry Registration) 
within 60 days of the filing date of an 
application for registration or 
demonstrate that it has made reasonable 
efforts to do so.@ 

NYSE Rule 345.11, which is the 
corresponding NYSE rule, requires firms 
to investigate thoroughly the previous 
record of: (1) Persons required to be 
registered with the NYSE; (2) persons 
who regularly handle or process 
securities or monies or maintain the 
books and records relating to securities 


5 See Sections 3(a)(39) and 15(b)(4) of the Act. 

6 Firms must comply with MSRB Rule G—7 
(Information Concerning Associated Persons) 
regarding those applicants engaged solely in 
municipal securities activities. 

7 FINRA has stated that firms should consider all 
available information gathered in the pre- 
registration process for this purpose, including, but 
not limited to Forms U4 and U5 responses, 
authorized searches of the CRD system, fingerprint 
results obtained under SEA Rule 17f-2 and 
communications with previous employers, and that 
firms also may wish to consider private background 
checks, credit reports and reference letters. See 
Regulatory Notice 07-55 (November 2007). In 
addition, FINRA has stated that firms must ensure 
that such background investigations are conducted 
in accordance with all applicable laws, rules and 
regulations (including federal and state 
requirements) and that all necessary approvals, 
consents and authorizations have been obtained. 
See Regulatory Notice 07-55. 

8If the applicant has been recently employed by 
a Futures Commission Merchant or an Introducing 
Broker that is notice-registered with the SEC 
pursuant to Section 15(b)(11) of the Act, the 
registering firm also is required to review a copy of 
the individual’s most recent CFTC Form 8-T. 
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or monies who are not otherwise 
required to be registered; and (3) 
persons having direct supervisory 
responsibility over persons engaged in 
the above activities who are not 
otherwise required to be registered.? For 
persons required to be registered with 
the NYSE, firms generally fulfill their 
investigative obligation by verifying the 
information contained in the Form U4 
and by reviewing the applicant’s most 
recent Form U5, if the applicant 
previously has been registered. For 
persons subject to NYSE Rule 345.11 
who are not required to be registered, 
firms generally fulfill their investigative 
obligation by verifying the information 
contained in the employment 
questionnaire or application required 
under SEA Rule 17a—3(a)(12)(i).1°9 NYSE 
Rule 345.11 also requires firms to make 
further inquiry, where appropriate, in 
light of the background information 
developed, the position for which the 
person is being considered or other 
circumstances. 

The Form U4 requires that the person 
signing the form on behalf of the firm 
certify that he or she has taken 
appropriate steps to verify the accuracy 
and completeness of the information 
contained in and with that form.1! 


Il. Proposed FINRA Rule 3110(e) 


FINRA is proposing to amend FINRA 
Rule 3110 by adding a new paragraph 
(e) and incorporating the requirements 


° See also NYSE Rule Interpretation 345.11/01 
and /02. 

10 SEA Rule 17a—3(a)(12)(i) requires that a broker- 
dealer make and keep current a questionnaire or 
application for employment executed by each 
associated person, other than persons whose 
functions are solely clerical or ministerial. The 
questionnaire or application must be approved in 
writing by an authorized representative and must, 
among other information, contain the associated 
person's employment, disciplinary and criminal 
history. If an associated person is a registered 
person of the broker-dealer, then retention of a full, 
correct and complete copy of the associated 
person’s originally executed Form U4 for 
registration with FINRA or other regulatory agency 
is sufficient to satisfy this requirement. 

11 The Form U4 also provides that the person 
signing the form on behalf of the firm certify that 
the firm has communicated with the applicant’s 
previous employers for the past three years and has 
documentation on file with the names of the 
persons contacted and the date of contact. In 
addition, members have an obligation to comply 
with SEA Rule 17f-2. Pursuant to SEA Rule 17f-2, 
specific persons employed in the securities industry 
are required to be fingerprinted for purposes of a 
criminal background check. Firms are responsible 
for obtaining a prospective employee's fingerprints 
and required identifying information. Firms then 
submit the prospective employee’s fingerprints 
together with the required identifying information 
to FINRA. FINRA, in turn, submits these 
fingerprints to the FBI. FINRA also makes the 
fingerprint results available to the employing 
member and regulators, consistent with applicable 
federal laws and FBI and FINRA requirements. See 
Notice to Members 05-39 (May 2005). 


of NASD Rule 3010(e) into that 
paragraph, subject to the following 
changes. 

FINRA is proposing to streamline and 
clarify the rule language. For instance, 
NASD Rule 3010(e) currently provides 
that “[e]ach member shall have the 
responsibility and duty to ascertain by 
investigation the good character, 
business repute, qualifications, and 
experience of any person prior to 
making such a certification in the 
application of such person for 
registration with this Association,” 
whereas proposed FINRA Rule 3110(e) 
provides that ‘‘[e]ach member shall 
ascertain by investigation the good 
character, business reputation, 
qualifications and experience of an 
applicant before the member applies to 
register that applicant with FINRA and 
before making a representation to that 
effect on the application for 
registration.’ Further, proposed FINRA 
Rule 3110(e) clarifies that a firm is 
required to review a copy of an 
applicant’s most recent Form U5 if the 
applicant previously has been registered 
with FINRA or another self-regulatory 
organization. With respect to a firm’s 
obligation to review an applicant’s Form 
U5, the proposed rule continues to 
provide that if the firm is unable to 
review the Form U5, it has to 
demonstrate that it has made reasonable 
efforts to do so. FINRA expects firms to 
use this provision in very limited 
circumstances, such as where the 
previous firm fails to file a Form U5 or 
goes out of business before filing a Form 
U5. FINRA also is proposing to re-label 
current FINRA Rule 3110(e) 
(Definitions) as FINRA Rule 3110(f) 
(Definitions) and update the cross- 
references in FINRA Rule 3110 to reflect 
this change. 

In addition, FINRA is proposing to 
include in proposed FINRA Rule 
3110(e) a requirement that firms adopt 
written procedures that are reasonably 
designed to verify the accuracy and 
completeness of the information 
contained in an applicant’s Form U4 no 
later than 30 calendar days after the 
form is filed with FINRA. FINRA 
believes that such a requirement is 
consistent with the requirements of 
NYSE Rule 345.11 and the Form U4. 
The proposed requirement would only 
apply to an initial or a transfer Form U4 
for an applicant for registration, and not 
to Form U4 amendments. FINRA further 
believes that imposing such a 
requirement would not be unduly 
burdensome for firms; FINRA expects 
that firms already have a review process 
in place to verify the information 
contained in the Form U4 for most 
applicants for registration. 





Proposed FINRA Rule 3110(e) would 
also require that a firm’s written 
procedures must, at a minimum, 
provide for a search of reasonably 
available public records!* conducted by 
the member or a third-party service 
provider to verify the accuracy and 
completeness of the information 
contained in an applicant’s Form U4." 
The requirement to conduct a public 
records search must be satisfied no later 
than 30 calendar days after the initial or 
transfer Form U4 is filed with FINRA, 
with the understanding that if a member 
becomes aware of any discrepancies as 
a result of a public records search 
conducted after the filing of the Form 
U4, the member would be required to 
file an amended Form U4 with FINRA. 
As discussed in more detail below, 
FINRA does not believe that this 
requirement would be unduly 
burdensome for members given the 
availability of online access to public 
records databases and the relatively low 
cost of hiring a third-party service 
provider to conduct such a search. 
Therefore, this requirement would 
provide firms with a relatively low cost 
method to verify that all disclosure 
events evidenced in reasonably 
available public records have been 
reported on the Form U4. In addition, 
FINRA is aware that many firms already 
have a review process in place that 
entails searching public records, and 
therefore the proposed requirement will 
not impose significant burdens on these 
firms. 

A member could comply with the 
requirement to conduct a public records 
search in several ways. For example, a 
member may satisfy the requirement by: 
(1)(a) reviewing a credit report from a 
major national credit reporting agency 
that contains public record information 
(such as bankruptcies, judgments and 
liens), or (b) searching a reputable 
national public records database; and (2) 
reviewing the fingerprint results 
obtained as part of the registration 
process. Alternatively, a member could 
comply with this requirement by using 
the services of a specialized provider, 
such as Business Information Group, 
Inc. (BIG),14 to provide the firm with a 


12 Public records include, but are not limited to: 
general information, such as name and address of 
individuals; criminal records; bankruptcy records; 
civil litigations and judgments; liens; and business 
records. 

13 The requirement to conduct a public records 
search would be limited to a national search; it 
would not extend to public records searches in 
foreign jurisdictions. 

14 FINRA has contracted with BIG to provide 
competitive pricing to members that are conducting 
background investigations of applicants, currently 
at a cost of $10 to $13 per applicant (depending on 
volume). In general, FINRA does not endorse any 
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consolidated report of a national public 
records search, which includes a search 
of financial and criminal public records. 
A member may find it necessary to 
conduct a more in-depth search of an 
applicant’s background depending on 
the applicant’s job function, 
responsibilities or position at the firm. 

FINRA encourages firms to conduct 
the required public records search prior 
to filing the initial or transfer Form U4 
to avoid the fees associated with filing 
a Form U4 amendment. In addition, 
FINRA recognizes that there will on 
occasion be circumstances beyond a 
firm’s control that prevent completion 
of the verification process within 30 
calendar days after the Form U4 is filed 
with FINRA. For example, where a firm 
is relying on fingerprint results for 
purposes of a criminal public records 
search, and the FBI determines the 
fingerprints to be “‘illegible’”’ and 
requires resubmission of the 
fingerprints. In such circumstances, the 
firm’s procedures should provide that 
the verification should be completed as 
soon as is practical. 

FINRA is proposing to implement 
proposed FINRA Rule 3110(e) on 
December 1, 2014, which coincides with 
the implementation date for the 
consolidated FINRA supervision rules. 
FINRA will announce the effective date 
of proposed FINRA Rule 3110(e) in a 
Regulatory Notice to be published no 
later than 90 days following 
Commission approval. 


III. Proposed FINRA Rule 3110.15 


As announced by FINRA on April 24, 
2014, to verify against public records 
whether material financial information 
has been timely and accurately reported 
to the CRD system via the Form U4, 
FINRA is performing a one-time search 
of specific financial public records, 
including bankruptcies, judgments and 
liens, on all registered persons.15 In 
addition, as part of this effort and to 
verify against public records whether 
material criminal information has been 
accurately reported to the CRD system 
via the Form U4, FINRA is performing 
an ongoing search of specific criminal 
public records on a risk-based basis and 
on any registered person who has not 
been fingerprinted within the past five 
years. FINRA is using one or more 
national information providers in the 


particular third-party service and a firm’s use of 
BIG’s services, or the services of any other specific 
provider, would not be deemed to be a safe harbor 
by FINRA. 

18 See FINRA Board Approves Amendment to 
Supervision Rule Requiring Firms to Conduct 
Background Checks on Registration Applicants, 
FINRA News Release, April 24, 2014, http:// 
www.finra.org/Newsroom/NewsHeleases/2014/ 
P493588. 





conduct of these reviews. The reviews 
are performed against readily available, 
online public records. 

In the course of these reviews, if 
FINRA identifies instances where 
required information has not been 
reported to the CRD system via the Form 
U4, FINRA contacts the firm and asks 
that the information be reported or that 
the firm provide an explanation as to 
why the information is not reportable. If 
the firm reports the information on the 
Form U4, FINRA reviews the 
information and assesses a Disclosure 
Processing Fee.1© If the information has 
not been reported in a timely manner, 
FINRA also assesses a Late Disclosure 
Fee.17 

However, FINRA is proposing to add 
Supplementary Material .15 to FINRA 
Rule 3110 to establish a temporary 
program that will issue a refund to 
members of Late Disclosure Fees 
assessed for the late filing of responses 
to Form U4 Question 14M (unsatisfied 
judgments or liens) if the following 
conditions are met: (1) The Form U4 
amendment is filed between April 24, 
2014 and March 31, 2015; (2) the 
judgment or lien is under $5,000 and 
more than five years old (from the date 
the judgment or lien is filed with a court 
as reported on Form U4 Judgment/Lien 
DRP, Question 4); and (3) the registered 
person was not employed by, or 
otherwise associated with, the firm 
filing the amended Form U4 on the date 
the judgment or lien was filed with the 
court. FINRA believes that such a 
refund would provide members with an 
additional incentive to report 
information relating to unsatisfied 
judgments or liens that are older and of 
a less significant amount, and it would 
save FINRA the time and resources 
expended in contacting firms and 
requesting that such information be 
reported. Firms would still be charged 
a Disclosure Processing Fee ($110.00) 
for filing amended Form U4 disclosure 
information. 

As noted above, proposed FINRA 
Rule 3110.15 has a retroactive effective 
date of April 24, 2014, and it will 
automatically sunset on March 31, 2015. 
Members will not be able to use the 
program after March 31, 2015. FINRA 
believes that it is appropriate for 
proposed FINRA Rule 3110.15 to have 
a retroactive effective date of April 24, 
2014 because that is the date that FINRA 
announced its plan to perform a search 
of specified public records to verify the 


16 The Disclosure Processing Fee is $110 for filing 
amended Form U4 disclosure information. 

17 The Late Disclosure Fee is $100 for the first day 
a form filing is late and $25 for each subsequent 
day, up to a maximum of $1,575. 


accuracy and completeness of specific 
financial and criminal information 
reported on the Form U4. 


IV. Eliminated Rules 


NASD Rule 3010(f) requires an 
applicant for registration to provide, 
upon a member’s request, a copy of his 
or her Form U5. There is a 
corresponding provision in NYSE Rule 
345.11. FINRA is proposing to eliminate 
the requirement because members have 
electronic access to an applicant’s Form 
U5 through the CRD system. 

FINRA also is proposing to delete 
NYSE Rule 345.11 and NYSE Rule 
Interpretation 345.11/01 and/02 in their 
entirety as they are substantially similar 
to proposed FINRA Rule 3110(e), 
addressed by other rules?® or otherwise 
rendered obsolete by the proposed 
approach reflected in FINRA Rule 
3110(e). 


2. Statutory Basis 


FINRA believes that the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the provisions 
of Section 15A(b)(6) of the Act,?9 which 
requires, among other things, that 
FINRA rules must be designed to 
prevent fraudulent and manipulative 
acts and practices, to promote just and 
equitable principles of trade, and, in 
general, to protect investors and the 
public interest. FINRA believes that the 
proposed rule change will streamline 
and clarify members’ obligations 
relating to background investigations, 
which will, in turn, improve members’ 
compliance efforts. Further, the 
proposed rule change’s requirement to 
adopt written procedures to verify the 
accuracy and completeness of the 
information contained in an applicant’s 
Form U4, including the requirement to 
conduct a public records search, will 
enhance the accuracy of the information 
in the CRD system and ultimately in 
BrokerCheck, which is critical from both 
a regulatory and an investor protection 
standpoint. In addition, FINRA believes 
that the proposed rule change to 
establish a temporary program under 
FINRA Rule 3110.15 that will issue a 
refund to members of Late Disclosure 
Fees would incentivize members to 
report information relating to 
unsatisfied judgments or liens that are 
older and of a less significant amount 
and would save FINRA the time and 
regulatory resources expended in 


18 FINRA is not proposing to incorporate the 
requirement of NYSE Rule 345.11 to verify the 
information contained in the employment 
questionnaire or application of persons who are not 
required to be registered because this requirement 
is redundant of SEA Rule 17a—3(a)(12)(i). 

19415 U.S.C. 780-3(b)(6). 
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contacting firms and requesting that 
such information be reported. 


B. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Burden on Competition 


FINRA does not believe that the 
proposed rule change will result in any 
burden on competition that is not 
necessary or appropriate in furtherance 
of the purposes of the Act. 

FINRA notes that the proposed rule 
change transfers requirements from 
NASD Rule 3010(e), NYSE Rule 345.11 
and NYSE Rule Interpretation 345.11/01 
and/02 unchanged into the 
Consolidated Rulebook and, as such, 
those transferred requirements do not 
impose any new burdens for members 
that are already subject to the current 
rules, 

The proposed rule change would 
require members to adopt written 
procedures that are reasonably designed 
to verify the accuracy and completeness 
of the information contained in an 
applicant’s Form U4 no later than 30 
calendar days after the form is filed with 
FINRA, including, at a minimum, 
procedures to conduct (either directly or 
through a third-party service provider) a 
search of reasonably available public 
records to verify the accuracy and 
completeness of the information. 

FINRA expects that firms already 
have a review process in place to verify 
the information contained in the Form 
U4 for applicants for registration 
because currently the person signing the 
form on behalf of the firm must certify 
that he or she has taken appropriate 
steps to verify the accuracy and 
completeness of the information 
contained in and with that form. 
Therefore, the requirement to adopt 
written procedures that are reasonably 
designed to verify the accuracy and 
completeness of the information 
contained in an applicant’s Form U4 
should not create an unreasonable 
burden for members. 

With respect to the requirement to 
conduct a public records search, FINRA 
is aware that many of the large and mid- 
size firms already have a review process 
in place that requires a search of public 
records,2° and as a result the proposed 
rule change would not impose 
significant burdens on these firms. 
Further, FINRA does not believe that 
this requirement would be unduly 
burdensome for members given the 
availability of online access to public 
records databases and the relatively low 
cost of hiring a third-party service 


20 As defined in the FINRA By-Laws, a “‘large 
firm” is a member that has 500 or more registered 
persons and a ‘mid-size firm” is a member that has 
at least 151 and no more than 499 registered 
persons. See FINRA By-Laws, Article I(y) and (cc). 





provider to conduct such a search. 
However, some members would likely 
incur new costs to comply with the 
proposed requirement. 

FINRA is aware that many 
information providers, including the 
major national credit reporting agencies, 
provide such public records search 
services. For instance, as noted above, 
FINRA has contracted with BIG to 
provide competitive pricing to members 
currently at a cost of $10 to $13 per 
applicant (depending on volume) for a 
public records search. FINRA is 
providing two sample cost estimates for 
large, mid-size and small firms?! using 
the services of providers such as BIG; 
one based on the annual average 
number of applicants for registration, 
and the other based on the annual 
average number of pre-hire requests. 

FINRA estimates that there are 
approximately 126,800 applicants for 
registration each year (based upon the 
average from the last four years). FINRA 
estimates that 75 percent of these 
applicants (approximately 95,100) are 
from 172 large firms and that 10 percent 
of these applicants (approximately 
12,700) are from 205 mid-size firms. 
FINRA is aware that many of these large 
and mid-size firms already have a 
review process in place that requires a 
public records search, and as a result 
the proposed rule change would not 
impose significant burdens on these 
firms. FINRA estimates that the 
remaining 15 percent of applicants 
(approximately 19,000) are from 2,900 
small firms. Based on the per firm 
average of applicants for registration 
with large, medium and small firms, 
FINRA estimates that the average cost of 
complying with the requirement would 
be in the range of: (1) $5,529 to $7,188 
per year for large firms; (2) $620 to $805 
per year for mid-size firms; and (3) $66 
to $85 per year for small firms. 

FINRA estimates that there are 
approximately 219,000 pre-hire search 
requests on the CRD system each year 
(based upon the average from the last 
four years). FINRA estimates that 85 
percent of the pre-hire checks 
(approximately 186,400) are from 172 
large firms and that 7.5 percent of the 
pre-hire checks (approximately 16,400) 
are from 205 mid-size firms. The 
remaining 7.5 percent (approximately 
16,400) are from 1,855 small firms. 
FINRA notes that these pre-hire check 
estimates are based on the voluntary 
checks firms conduct on the CRD 
system, which are free of charge, and are 


21 As defined in the FINRA By-Laws, a ‘‘smal] 
firm’ is a member that has at least 1 and no more 
than 150 registered persons. See FINRA By-Laws, 
Article I(ww). 


not the same as the public records 
search discussed in the proposed rule 
change. However, to the extent that the 
number of voluntary pre-hire checks is 
informative of the anticipated number of 
public record searches, FINRA estimates 
that the average annual cost of 
complying with the requirement would 
be in the range of: (1) $10,837 to $14,088 
per firm for large firms; (2) $800 to 
$1,040 per firm for mid-size firms; and 
(3) $88 to $115 per firm for small firms. 

FINRA understands that these costs 
will vary significantly depending on the 
size of a firm and its registration activity 
in any given year. In addition, FINRA 
notes that, in some instances, a public 
records search may uncover matters that 
might require further investigation for 
which the member may incur additional 
costs. 

With respect to the temporary 
program under proposed FINRA Rule 
3110.15, FINRA notes that members 
currently are required to verify the 
accuracy and completeness of the 
information contained in the Form U4 
and to amend the form as necessary. 
The temporary program would 
encourage members to comply with 
their existing obligations and allow 
them to receive a refund of Late 
Disclosure Fees if the conditions 
specified in proposed FINRA Rule 
3110.15 are satisfied. As such, FINRA 
does not believe that the temporary 
program will result in any burden on 
members. 


C. Self-Regulatory Organization’s 
Statement on Comments on the 
Proposed Rule Change Received From 
Members, Participants, or Others 


Written comments were neither 
solicited nor received. 


III. Date of Effectiveness of the 
Proposed Rule Change and Timing for 
Commission Action 


Within 45 days of the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Register or within such longer period (i) 
as the Commission may designate up to 
90 days of such date if it finds such 
longer period to be appropriate and 
publishes its reasons for so finding or 
(ii) as to which the self-regulatory 
organization consents, the Commission 
will: 

(A) by order approve or disapprove 
such proposed rule change, or 

(B) institute proceedings to determine 
whether the proposed rule change 
should be disapproved. 


IV. Solicitation of Comments 
Interested persons are invited to 

submit written data, views, and 

arguments concerning the foregoing, 
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including whether the proposed rule 
change is consistent with the Act. 
Comments may be submitted by any of 
the following methods: 


Electronic Comments 


e Use the Commission’s Internet 
comment form (http://www.sec.gov/ 
rules/sro.shtml); or 


e Send an email to rule-comments@ 
sec.gov. Please include File Number SR- 
FINRA-2014—038 on the subject line. 


Paper Comments 


e Send paper comments in triplicate 
to Brent J. Fields, Secretary, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, 100 F Street 
NE., Washington, DC 20549-1090. 


All submissions should refer to File 
Number SR-FINRA-2014-038. This file 
number should be included on the 
subject line if email is used. To help the 
Commission process and review your 
comments more efficiently, please use 
only one method. The Commission will 
post all comments on the Commission’s 
Internet Web site (http://www.sec.gov/ 
rules/sro.shtml). Copies of the 
submission, all subsequent 
amendments, all written statements 
with respect to the proposed rule 
change that are filed with the 
Commission, and all written 
communications relating to the 
proposed rule change between the 
Commission and any person, other than 
those that may be withheld from the 
public in accordance with the 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 552, will be 
available for Web site viewing and 
printing in the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room, 100 F Street NE., 
Washington, DC 20549, on official 
business days between the hours of 
10:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Copies of such 
filing also will be available for 
inspection and copying at the principal 
office of FINRA. All comments received 
will be posted without change; the 
Commission does not edit personal 
identifying information from 
submissions. You should submit only 
information that you wish to make 
available publicly. All submissions 
should refer to File Number SR-FINRA- 
2014-038 and should be submitted on 
or before October 24, 2014. 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Trading and Markets, pursuant to delegated 
authority.22 
Kevin M. O’Neill, 

Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23567 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 


22 17 CFR 200.30-3(a)(12). 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 


[File No. 500—1] 


In the Matter of Nudg Media Inc.; Order 
of Suspension of Trading 


October 1, 2014. 

It appears to the Securities and 
Exchange Commission that there is a 
lack of current and accurate information 
concerning the securities of Nudg Media 
Inc. (‘‘Nudg’’) because of questions 
regarding the accuracy of assertions by 
Nudg and by others, in press releases to 
investors concerning, among other 
things: the company’s assets and 
business plan. Nudg Media Inc. is a 
Nevada corporation with its principal 
place of business located in Carson City, 
Nevada. Its stock is quoted on OTC 
Link, operated by OTC Markets Group 
Inc., under the ticker: NDDG. 

The Commission is of the opinion that 
the public interest and the protection of 
investors require a suspension of trading 
in the securities of the above-listed 
company. 

Therefore, it is ordered, pursuant to 
Section 12(k) of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934, that trading in the 
securities of the above-listed company is 
suspended for the period from 9:30 a.m. 
EDT, on October 1, 2014 through 11:59 
p-m. EDT, on October 14, 2014. 

By the Commission. 

Kevin M. O’Neill, 

Deputy Secretary. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23747 Filed 10-1-14; 4:15 pm] 
BILLING CODE 8011-01-P 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
[Public Notice 8896] 


Culturally Significant Objects Imported 
for Exhibition 


Determinations: “The Forever Now: 
Contemporary Painting in an Atemporal 
World” 

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given of the 
following determinations: Pursuant to 
the authority vested in me by the Act of 
October 19, 1965 (79 Stat. 985; 22 U.S.C. 
2459), Executive Order 12047 of March 
27, 1978, the Foreign Affairs Reform and 
Restructuring Act of 1998 (112 Stat. 
2681, et seq.; 22 U.S.C. 6501 note, et 
seq.), Delegation of Authority No. 234 of 
October 1, 1999, and Delegation of 
Authority No. 236-3 of August 28, 2000 
(and, as appropriate, Delegation of 
Authority No. 257 of April 15, 2003), I 
hereby determine that the objects to be 
included in the exhibition ‘The Forever 
Now: Contemporary Painting in an 
Atemporal World,” imported from 


abroad for temporary exhibition within 
the United States, are of cultural 
significance. The objects are imported 
pursuant to loan agreements with the 
foreign owners or custodians. | also 
determine that the exhibition or display 
of the exhibit objects at the Museum of 
Modern Art, New York, New York, from 
on or about December 14, 2014, until on 
or about April 5, 2015, and at possible 
additional exhibitions or venues yet to 
be determined, is in the national 
interest. I have ordered that Public 
Notice of these Determinations be 
published in the Federal Register. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information, including a list of 
the imported objects, contact Paul W. 
Manning, Attorney-Adviser, Office of 
the Legal Adviser, U.S. Department of 
State (telephone: 202-632-6469). The 
mailing address is U.S. Department of 
State, SA—5, L/PD, Fifth Floor (Suite 
5H03), Washington, DC 20522-0505. 


Dated: September 23, 2014. 
Kelly Keiderling, 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau 
of Educational and Cultural Affairs, 
Department of State. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23628 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 


BILLING CODE 4710-05-P 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
[Public Notice: 8894] 


Culturally Significant Objects Imported 
for Exhibition Determinations: “V.S. 
Gaitonde: Painting as Process, 
Painting as Life’ Exhibition 


SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given of the 
following determinations: Pursuant to 
the authority vested in me by the Act of 
October 19, 1965 (79 Stat. 985; 22 U.S.C. 
2459), Executive Order 12047 of March 
27, 1978, the Foreign Affairs Reform and 
Restructuring Act of 1998 (112 Stat. 
2681, et seq.; 22 U.S.C. 6501 note, et 
seq.), Delegation of Authority No. 234 of 
October 1, 1999, Delegation of Authority 
No. 236-3 of August 28, 2000 (and, as 
appropriate, Delegation of Authority No. 
257 of April 15, 2003), I hereby 
determine that the objects to be 
included in the exhibition ‘“‘V.S. 
Gaitonde: Painting as Process, Painting 
as Life,” imported from abroad for 
temporary exhibition within the United 
States, are of cultural significance. The 
objects are imported pursuant to loan 
agreements with the foreign owners or 
custodians. I also determine that the 
exhibition or display of the exhibit 
objects at the Solomon R. Guggenheim 
Museum, New York, NY, from on or 
about October 24, 2014, until on or 
about February 11, 2015, and at possible 
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additional exhibitions or venues yet to 
be determined, is in the national 
interest. I have ordered that Public 
Notice of these Determinations be 
published in the Federal Register. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information, including a list of 
the exhibit objects, contact Julie 
Simpson, Attorney-Adviser, Office of 
the Legal Adviser, U.S. Department of 
State (telephone: 202-632-6467). The 
mailing address is U.S. Department of 
State, SA—5, L/PD, Fifth Floor (Suite 
5H03), Washington, DC 20522-0505. 
Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Kelly Keiderling, 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau 
of Educational and Cultural Affairs, 
Department of State. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23629 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4710-05-P 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
[Public Notice 8895] 


Culturally Significant Object Imported 
for Exhibition Determinations: 
“Charles Ray: Sculpture, 1997-2014” 


SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given of the 
following determinations: Pursuant to 
the authority vested in me by the Act of 
October 19, 1965 (79 Stat. 985; 22 U.S.C. 
2459), Executive Order 12047 of March 
27, 1978, the Foreign Affairs Reform and 
Restructuring Act of 1998 (112 Stat. 
2681, et seg.; 22 U.S.C. 6501 note, et 
seq.), Delegation of Authority No. 234 of 
October 1, 1999, Delegation of Authority 
No. 236-3 of August 28, 2000 (and, as 
appropriate, Delegation of Authority No. 
257 of April 15, 2003), I hereby 
determine that the object to be included 
in the exhibition “Charles Ray: 
Sculpture, 1997-2014,” imported from 
abroad for temporary exhibition within 
the United States, is of cultural 
significance. The object is imported 
pursuant to a loan agreement with the 
foreign owner or custodian. I also 
determine that the exhibition or display 
of the exhibit object at The Art Institute 
of Chicago, Chicago, IL, from on or 
about May 17, 2015, until on or about 
October 4, 2015, and at possible 
additional exhibitions or venues yet to 
be determined, is in the national 
interest. I have ordered that Public 
Notice of these Determinations be 
published in the Federal Register. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information, including a list of 
the exhibit object, contact Julie 
Simpson, Attorney-Adviser, Office of 
the Legal Adviser, U.S. Department of 
State (telephone: 202-632-6467). The 
mailing address is U.S. Department of 





State, SA—5, L/PD, Fifth Floor (Suite 

5H03), Washington, DC 20522-0505. 
Dated: September 24, 2014. 

Kelly Keiderling, 

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau 

of Educational and Cultural Affairs, 

Department of State. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23627 Filed 10-—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4710-05-P 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
[Public Notice: 8897] 


Persons on Whom Sanctions Have 
Been Imposed Under the Iran 
Sanctions Act of 1996 and the Iran 
Freedom and Counter-Proliferation Act 
of 2012 


AGENCY: Department of State. 
ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Secretary of State has 


determined, pursuant to authority 
delegated by Presidential Memorandum 
of October 9, 2012 (the “ISA Delegation 
Memorandum”), that the following 
persons have engaged in sanctionable 
activity described in section 5(a)(6) of 
the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 
104-172) (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) (“ISA’’), 
as amended, and that certain sanctions 
are imposed as a result: Dettin SpA. 

The Secretary of State has also 
determined, pursuant to authority 
delegated by Presidential Memorandum 
of June 3, 2013 (the ‘“IFCA Delegation 
Memorandum”), that the following 
persons have engaged in sanctionable 
activity described in section 1244 of the 
Iran Freedom and Counter-Proliferation 
Act of 2012 (Pub. L. 112-239) (“IFCA”’), 
and that certain sanctions are imposed 
as a result: Goldentex FZE. 

DATES: Effective Date: These sanctions 
actions are effective on August 28, 2014. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: On 
general issues: Paul Pavwoski, Office of 
Economic Sanctions Policy and 
Implementation, Department of State, 
Telephone: (202) 647-8836. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Pursuant 
to section 5(a)(6) of ISA and the ISA 
Delegation Memorandum, the Secretary 
determined that the following sanctions, 
as described in section 6 of ISA, are to 
be imposed on Dettin SpA: 

1. Procurement sanction. The United 
States Government shall not procure, or 
enter into any contract for the 
procurement of, and goods or services 
from Dettin SpA. 

2. Export-Import Bank assistance for 
exports. The Export-Import Bank of the 
United States shall not give approval to 
the issuance of any guarantee, 
insurance, extension of credit, or 


participation in the extension of credit 
in connection with the export of any 
goods or services to Dettin SpA. 

3. Banking transactions. Any transfers 
of credit or payments between financial 
institutions or by, through, or to any 
financial institution, to the extent that 
such transfers or payments are subject to 
the jurisdiction of the United States and 
involve any interest of Dettin SpA, shall 
be prohibited. 

4, Property transactions. It shall be 
prohibited to: 

a. Acquire, hold, withhold, use, 
transfer, withdraw, transport, import, or 
export any property that is subject to the 
jurisdiction of the United States and 
with respect to which Dettin SpA has 
any interest; 

b. Deal in or exercise any right, 
power, or privilege with respect to such 
property; or 

c. Conduct any transactions involving 
such property. 

5. Foreign Exchange. Any transactions 
in foreign exchange that are subject to 
the jurisdiction of the United States and 
in which Dettin SpA has any interest, 
shall be prohibited. 

If the Secretary determines that a 
person has engaged in sanctionable 
activity under Section 1244(d) of IFCA, 
the Secretary is required to impose 5 of 
the 12 sanctions provided for in Section 
6 of ISA. Pursuant to section 1244(d) of 
IFCA and the IFCA Delegation 
Memorandum, the Secretary determined 
that the following sanctions as 
described in section 6 of ISA are to be 
imposed on Goldentex FZE: 

1. Ban on Investment in Equity or 
Debt of Sanctioned Person. Investment 
by U.S. persons in the debt or equity of 
Goldentex FZE shall be prohibited. 

2. Loans from United States Financial 
Institutions. U.S. financial institutions 
shall be prohibited from making loans 
or providing credits to Goldentex FZE 
totaling more than $10,000,000 in any 
12-month period unless Goldentex FZE 
is engaged in activities to relieve human 
suffering and the loans or credits are 
provided for such activities. 

3. Banking Transactions. Any 
transfers of credit or payments between 
financial institutions or by, through, or 
to any financial institution, to the extent 
that such transfers or payments are 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States and involve any interest of 
Goldentex FZE, shall be prohibited. 

4. Property Transactions. It shall be 
prohibited to: 

a. Acquire, hold, withhold, use, 
transfer, withdraw, transport, import, or 
export any property that is subject to the 
jurisdiction of the United States and 
with respect to which Goldentex FZE 
has any interest; 
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b. Deal in or exercise any right, 
power, or privilege with respect to such 
property; or 

c. Conduct any transactions involving 
such property. 

5. Foreign Exchange Transactions. 
Transactions in foreign exchange that 
are subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States in which Goldentex FZE 
has any interest are prohibited. 

The sanctions described above with 
respect to Dettin SpA and Goldentex 
FZE shall remain in effect until 
otherwise directed pursuant to the 
provisions of ISA, IFCA, or other 
applicable authority. Pursuant to the 
authority delegated to the Secretary of 
State in the ISA and IFCA Delegation 
Memoranda, relevant agencies and 
instrumentalities of the United States 
Government shall take all appropriate 
measures within their authority to carry 
out the provisions of this notice. The 
Secretary of the Treasury is taking 
appropriate action to implement the 
sanctions for which authority has been 
delegated to the Secretary of the 
Treasury pursuant to the Delegation 
Memorandum and Executive Order 
13574 of May 23, 2011. 

The following constitutes a current 
list, as of this date, of persons on whom 
ISA sanctions have been imposed. The 
particular sanctions imposed on an 
individual person are identified in the 
relevant Federal Register Notice. 

e Belarusneft (see Public Notice 7408, 
76 FR 18821, April 5, 2011). 

e BimehMarkazi-Central Insurance of 
Iran (see Public Notice 8268, 76 FR 
21183, April 9, 2013). 

e¢ Cambis, Dimitris (see Public Notice 
8268, 76 FR 21183, April 9, 2013). 

e Dettin SpA. 

e FAL Oil Company Limited (see 
Public Notice 7776, 77 FR 4389, Jan. 27, 
2012). 

e Ferland Company Limited (see 
Public Notice 8352, 78 FR 35351, June 
12, 2013). 

e Goldentex FZE. 

e Impire Shipping (see Public Notice 
8268, 76 FR 21183, April 9, 2013). 

e Jam Petrochemical Company (see 
Public Notice 8352, 78 FR 35351, June 
12, 2013). 

e Kish Protection and Indemnity 
(a.k.a. Kish P&I) (see Public Notice 8268, 
76 FR 21183, April 9, 2013). 

e Kuo Oil (S) Pte. Ltd. (see Public 
Notice 7776, 77 FR 4389, Jan. 27, 2012). 

e NaftiranIntertrade Company (a.k.a. 
NICO) (see Public Notice 7197, 75 FR 
62916, Oct. 13, 2010). 

e Niksima Food and Beverage JLT 
(see Public Notice 8352, 78 FR 35351, 
June 12, 2013). 

e Petrochemical Commercial 
Company International (a.k.a. PCCI) (see 


Public Notice 7585, 76 FR 56866, 
September 14, 2011). 

e Petréleos de Venezuela S.A. (a.k.a. 
PDVSA) (see Public Notice 7585, 76 FR 
56866, September 14, 2011). 

e Royal Oyster Group (see Public 
Notice 7585, 76 FR 56866, September 
14, 2011). 

e Speedy Ship (a.k.a. SPD) (see Public 
Notice 7585, 76 FR 56866, September 
14, 2011). 

e Sytrol (see Public Notice 8040, 77 
FR 59034, September 25, 2012). 

e Zhuhai Zhenrong Company (see 
Public Notice 7776, 77 FR 4389, Jan. 27, 
2012). 


Charles H. Rivkin, 

Assistant Secretary for Economic and 
Business Affairs. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23626 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4710-07-P 





DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Federal Railroad Administration 
[Docket No. FRA-2014—001 1—N-18] 


Proposed Agency Information 
Collection Activities; Comment 
Request 


AGENCY: Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA), Department of 
Transportation (DOT). 

ACTION: Notice and request for 
comments. 





SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, this 
notice announces that the Information 
Collection Request (ICR) abstracted 
below requesting regular review is being 
forwarded to the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) for review and 
comment. The ICR describes the nature 
of the information collection and its 
expected burden. The Federal Register 
notice with a 60-day comment period 
soliciting comments on the following 
collection of information was published 
on June 30, 2014 (79 FR 36860). 

DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or before November 3, 2014. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Robert Brogan, Office of Planning and 
Evaluation Division, RRS—21, Federal 
Railroad Administration, 1200 New 
Jersey Ave. SE., Mail Stop 25, 
Washington, DC 20590 (Telephone: 
(202) 493-6292), or Ms. Kimberly 
Toone, Office of Information 
Technology, RAD-20, Federal Railroad 
Administration, 1200 New Jersey Ave. 
SE., Mail Stop 35, Washington, DC 
20590 (Telephone: (202) 493-6132). 
(These telephone numbers are not toll- 
free.) 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(PRA), Public Law 104-13, sec. 2, 109 
Stat. 163 (1995) (codified as revised at 
44 U.S.C. 3501-3520), and its 
implementing regulations, 5 CFR part 
1320, require Federal agencies to issue 
two notices seeking public comment on 
information collection activities before 
OMB may approve paperwork packages. 
44 U.S.C. 3506, 3507; 5 CFR 1320.5, 
1320.8(d)(1), 1320.12. On June 30, 2014, 
FRA published a 60-day notice in the 
Federal Register soliciting comments on 
the ICR for which the agency is seeking 
OMB approval. See 79 FR 36860. The 
ICR relates to the Emergency Order (EO) 
issued on May 7, 2014, by the Secretary 
of Transportation (Docket No. DOT- 
OST-2014-0067). The EO requires 
affected railroad carriers to provide 
certain information to the State 
Emergency Response Commissions 
(SERCs) for each State in which they 
operate individual trains carrying 1 
million gallons or more of petroleum 
crude oil sourced from the Bakken shale 
formation in the Williston Basin 
(Bakken crude oil). FRA received one 
comment in response to its 60-day 
notice. 

On August 29, 2014, FRA received a 
joint comment from the Association of 
American Railroads (AAR) and the 
American Short Line and Regional 
Railroad Association (ASLRRA) 
(Commenters). The Commenters raised 
three main points. First, the 
Commenters assert that the crude oil 
routing information the EO requires 
railroads to provide to SERCs is 
sensitive information from a security 
perspective and should only be 
available to persons with a need-to- 
know the information (e.g., emergency 
responders and emergency response 
planners). Second, the Commenters 
assert that the same information is 
commercially-sensitive information that 
should remain confidential and not be 
publically available. Finally, the 
Commenters assert that the EO is not 
serving a useful purpose as the 
information required by the EO to be 
provided to the SERCs is already 
provided to emergency responders 
through AAR Circular OT-55-N. See 
AAR, “Circular OT-55-N: 
Recommended Railroad Operating 
Practices For Transportation of 
Hazardous Materials,” (Aug. 5, 2013) 
(OT-55). The Commenters specifically 
suggest that the EO ‘‘be withdrawn 
because it has resulted in information 
confidential from security, safety, and 
business perspectives being made 
public and because the objective of the 
emergency order, informing government 
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officials of the transportation of Bakken 
crude oil through their jurisdictions, 
was already being met, and would 
continue to be met, if the EO is 
withdrawn.” AAR and ASLRRA 
continued: 


The EO requires that railroads make crude 
oil routing information available to [SERCs]. 
Specifically, the EO requires that a railroad 
provide to the SERC in each state in which 
it operates trains transporting 1,000,000 
gallons or more of Bakken crude oil 
information on the number of such trains 
traveling per week through each county and 
the routes over which the trains operate. 

While AAR and ASLRRA do not believe it 
was DOT’s intention, the EO resulted in the 
information required to be disclosed by the 
EO to be made publicly available. Such a 
result is hardly a necessary consequence of 
informing government officials of the 
transportation of Bakken crude oil through 
their jurisdictions. Railroads were already 
informing government officials of the 
hazardous materials transported through 
their communities pursuant to AAR’s 
circular governing operating practices for the 
transportation of hazardous materials, OT— 
pase 

In their comment, AAR and ASLRRA 


further remarked: 


Unfortunately, in so far as confidentiality 
is concerned, the result of the EO has proven 
inconsistent with DOT’s intent. Since SERCs 
in many states have contended they have no 
choice but to make the routing information 
public because of the laws governing SERCs, 
the SERCs have refused to keep crude oil 
routing information confidential. 

The EO is not needed to provide 
emergency responders with notice that crude 
oil shipments are being transported through 
their communities because railroads have 
been providing that information for many 
years. OT-55 provides that railroads will give 
emergency response agencies and planning 
groups information on the hazardous 
materials transported through their 
communities. Class I railroads and short lines 
have notified communities as provided by 
OT-55. 

For emergency response planning 
purposes, there is no need to disclose the 
actual route taken by a crude oil train. 
Notifying an emergency responder of the 
hazardous materials transported through the 
community, including crude oil, is sufficient. 

Railroading is a highly competitive 
business. A railroad’s traffic is susceptible to 
competing railroads and competing modes. 
As is the case with any company engaged in 
a competitive business, railroads keep their 
customers confidential to the extent possible. 
Forced disclosure of routing information 
provides a means for competitors to ascertain 
a railroad’s customers and constitutes the 
disclosure of confidential commercial 
information. 


1QT-55 provides that AAR members will provide 
emergency response agencies or emergency 
response planning groups with ‘commodity flow 
information covering at a minimum the top 25 
hazardous commodities transported through the 
community in rank order.”’ 


Although DOT and FRA in particular, 
recognize the Commenters concerns 
relating to the potential confidentiality 
of the information required to be 
provided under the EO, DOT notes that 
the information does not fall into any of 
the fifteen categories of Sensitive 
Security Information (SSI) defined by 
either DOT or Transportation Security 
Administration (TSA) regulations. See 
49 CFR parts 15 and 1520. Further, at 
this time, DOT finds no basis to 
conclude that the public disclosure of 
the information is detrimental to 
transportation safety. DOT has 
consulted with the Department of 
Homeland Security and TSA in making 
this decision. Accordingly, the Secretary 
of Transportation has not designated the 
information as SSI. 

The Commenters are correct in that 
DOT’s intent in issuing the EO was not 
to cause the widespread public 
disclosure of the information, but rather 
to ensure that emergency responders 
have an understanding of the volume 
and frequency with which Bakken crude 
oil is transported through their 
communities so that they can prepare 
their response plans and resources 
accordingly. DOT notes that the 
Commenters do not document any 
actual harm that has occurred by the 
public release of the information 
required to be provided to the States 
under the EO. That being said, DOT 
understands that railroads may have an 
appropriate claim that the information 
required to be provided to the SERCs 
constitutes confidential business 
information, but the merit of such 
claims may differ by State depending on 
each State’s open records and sunshine 
laws. For these reasons, FRA concludes 
that the information required to be 
provided to the SERCs under the EO is 
neither security-sensitive nor 
commercially-sensitive information that 
is protected by Federal law. 

With regard to the Commenters’ 
assertion that the EO is not serving a 
useful purpose as the information 
required by the EO to be provided to the 
States is already available to emergency 
responders through OT-55, FRA notes 
that there are important distinctions 
between the information required to be 
provided by railroads under the EO and 
the nature and content of the 
information provided pursuant to OT- 
55. First, the railroad’s sharing of 
information contemplated by OT-55 is 
only voluntary. Second, the railroad’s 
voluntary sharing of information under 
OT-55 is only upon written request of 
emergency response or emergency 
planning groups. Third, the information 
voluntarily shared pursuant to OT-55 is 
“commodity flow information” covering 


“the top 25 hazardous commodities 
transported through the community in 
rank order.” Large quantities of Bakken 
crude oil in single trains may or may not 
be part of this top-25 commodity 
ranking in any given community. In 
contrast, by mandating in the EO that 
railroads provide the identified 
information on the transportation of 
large quantities of Bakken crude oil to 
States, the EO helps ensure that local 
emergency responders have access to 
that information. Further, the 
information that the EO mandates 
railroads to provide to States is very 
specific, limited to one commodity 
(Bakken crude oil), more detailed than 
the information voluntarily shared 
pursuant to OT-55, and specifically 
designed to ensure that local emergency 
responders are provided sufficient 
information to confirm that they have an 
understanding of the volume, route, and 
frequency with which Bakken crude oil 
is transported through their 
jurisdictions so that they can prepare 
emergency response plans and resources 
accordingly. For these reasons, FRA 
strongly disagrees with the Commenters’ 
assertion that the EO is not serving a 
useful purpose. 

Finally, DOT notes that a pending 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 
Administration Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (NPRM) proposes to codify 
into Federal regulations the terms of the 
EO. See 79 FR 45016 (Aug. 1, 2014). The 
public comment period on this NPRM is 
scheduled to close on September 30, 
2014. It would be premature to change 
the terms of the EO now and prohibit 
the disclosure of the specified 
information to SERCs before those terms 
undergo full public scrutiny and 
comment through the rulemaking 
process. 

Before OMB decides whether to 
approve these proposed collections of 
information, it must provide 30 days for 
public comment. 44 U.S.C. 3507(b); 5 
CFR 1320.12(d). Federal law requires 
OMB to approve or disapprove 
paperwork packages between 30 and 60 
days after the 30-day notice is 
published. 44 U.S.C. 3507(b)-(c); 5 CFR 
1320.12(d); see also 60 FR 44978, 44983, 
Aug. 29, 1995. OMB believes that the 
30-day notice informs the regulated 
community to file relevant comments 
and affords the agency adequate time to 
digest public comments before it 
renders a decision. 60 FR 44983, Aug. 
29, 1995. Therefore, respondents should 
submit their respective comments to 
OMB within 30 days of publication to 
best ensure having their full effect. 5 
CFR 1320.12(c); see also 60 FR 44983, 
Aug. 29, 1995. 
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The summary below describes the 
nature of the ICR and the expected 
burden. The revised request is being 
submitted for clearance by OMB as 
required by the PRA. 

Title: Secretary of Transportation 
Emergency Order Docket No. OST- 
2014-0067. 

OMB Control Number: 2130-0604. 

Abstract: On May 7, 2014, the 
Secretary of Transportation issued 
Emergency Order Docket No. DOT- 
OST-2014-0067 (EO), requiring affected 
railroad carriers to provide certain 
information to the State Emergency 
Response Commissions (SERCs) for each 
State in which their trains carrying 1 
million gallons or more of Bakken crude 
oil travel. This EO is available through 
the Department’s public docket system 
at www.regulations.gov, under Docket 
No. DOT—OST-2014-—0067. The EO took 
effect immediately upon issuance, 
although affected railroads were 
permitted 30 days to provide the 
required information to the SERCs. The 
EO is the DOT’s direct and proactive 
response to a recent series of train 
accidents involving the transportation of 
petroleum crude oil, a hazardous 
material the transportation of which is 
regulated by the DOT. The most recent 
accident occurred on April 30, 2014, 
when a train transporting petroleum 
crude oil derailed in Lynchburg, 
Virginia and released approximately 
30,000 gallons of its contents into the 
James River. Further, the EO explains 
that, with the rising demand for rail 
transportation of petroleum crude oil 
throughout the United States, the risk of 
rail incidents has increased 
commensurate with the increase in the 
volume of the material shipped and that 
there have been several significant 
derailments in both the U.S. and Canada 
over the last several months causing 
deaths and property and environmental 
damage that involved petroleum crude 
oil. DOT emergency orders are rare and 
the EO itself describes the most recent 
accidents and circumstances leading the 
agency to issue the EO. The collection 
of information included under this EO 
is aimed at ensuring that railroads that 
transport in a single train a large 
quantity of petroleum crude oil (1 
million gallons or more), particularly 
crude oil from the Bakken shale 
formation in the Williston Basin, 
provide certain information to the 
relevant SERCs in each State in which 
the railroad operates such trains. 
Ensuring that railroads provide this 
information to SERCs is critical to 
ensuring that local and State emergency 
responders are aware of the large 
quantities of crude oil that are being 
transported through their jurisdictions 





and are prepared to respond to 
accidents involving such trains should 
they occur. 

Affected Public: Businesses 
(Railroads). 

Form(s): N/A. 

Annual Estimated Burden: 3,778 
hours. 

Addressee: Send comments regarding 
this information collection to the Office 
of Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Office of Management and Budget, 725 
Seventeenth Street NW., Washington, 
DC 20503, Attention: FRA Desk Officer. 
Comments may also be sent via email to 
OMB at the following address: oira_ 
submissions@omb.eop.gov. 

Comments are invited on the 
following: Whether the proposed 
collections of information are necessary 
for the proper performance of the 
functions of the Department, including 
whether the information will have 
practical utility; the accuracy of the 
Department’s estimates of the burden of 
the proposed information collections; 
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and ways to minimize the 
burden of the collections of information 
on respondents, including the use of 
automated collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology. 

A comment to OMB is best assured of 
having its full effect if OMB receives it 
within 30 days of publication of this 
notice in the Federal Register. 

Authority: 44 U.S.C. 3501-3520. 

Issued in Washington, DC on September 
29, 2014. 

Erin McCartney, 

Acting Chief Financial Officer. 

{FR Doc. 2014-23511 Filed 10-—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-06-P 





DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Maritime Administration 
[Docket No. MARAD-2014 0125] 


Requested Administrative Waiver of 
the Coastwise Trade Laws: Vessel 
CIAO; Invitation for Public Comments 


AGENCY: Maritime Administration, 
Department of Transportation. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: As authorized by 46 U.S.C. 
12121, the Secretary of Transportation, 
as represented by the Maritime 
Administration (MARAD), is authorized 
to grant waivers of the U.S.-build 
requirement of the coastwise laws under 
certain circumstances. A request for 
such a waiver has been received by 
MARAD. The vessel, and a brief 





description of the proposed service, is 
listed below. 


DATES: Submit comments on or before 
November 3, 2014. 


ADDRESSES: Comments should refer to 
docket number MARAD—2014—0125. 
Written comments may be submitted by 
hand or by mail to the Docket Clerk, 
U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Docket Operations, M—30, West 
Building Ground Floor, Room W12-140, 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE., 
Washington, DC 20590. You may also 
send comments electronically via the 
Internet at http://www.regulations.gov. 
All comments will become part of this 
docket and will be available for 
inspection and copying at the above 
address between 10 a.m. and 5 p.m., 
E.T., Monday through Friday, except 
federal holidays. An electronic version 
of this document and all documents 
entered into this docket is available on 
the World Wide Web at http:// 
www.regulations.gov. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Linda Williams, U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Maritime 
Administration, 1200 New Jersey 
Avenue SE, Room W23-453, 
Washington, DC 20590. Telephone 202- 
366-0903, Email Linda. Williams@ 
dot.gov. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: As 
described by the applicant the intended 
service of the vessel CIAO is: 

Intended Commercial Use of Vessel: 
“yacht charters” 

Geographic Region: Maine, New 
Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, Connecticut, New York, New 
Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, 
Florida, Alabama, Louisiana, Texas 

The complete application is given in 
DOT docket MARAD-2014-0125 at 
http://www.regulations.gov. Interested 
parties may comment on the effect this 
action may have on U.S. vessel builders 
or businesses in the U.S. that use U.S.- 
flag vessels. If MARAD determines, in 
accordance with 46 U.S.C. 12121 and 
MARAD’s regulations at 46 CFR Part 
388, that the issuance of the waiver will 
have an unduly adverse effect on a U.S.- 
vessel builder or a business that uses 
U.S.-flag vessels in that business, a 
waiver will not be granted. Comments 
should refer to the docket number of 
this notice and the vessel name in order 
for MARAD to properly consider the 
comments. Comments should also state 
the commenter’s interest in the waiver 
application, and address the waiver 
criteria given in § 388.4 of MARAD’s 
regulations at 46 CFR Part 388. 
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Privacy Act 


Anyone is able to search the 
electronic form of all comments 
received into any of our dockets by the 
name of the individual submitting the 
comment (or signing the comment, if 
submitted on behalf of an association, 
business, labor union, etc.). You may 
review DOT’s complete Privacy Act 
Statement in the Federal Register 
published on April 11, 2000 (Volume 
65, Number 70; Pages 19477-78). 

Dated: September 18, 2014. 

By Order of the Maritime Administrator. 
Julie P. Agarwal, 

Secretary, Maritime Administration. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23527 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-81-P 





DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


Submission for OMB Review; 
Comment Request 


September 30, 2014. 

The Department of the Treasury will 
submit the following information 
collection request to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
review and clearance in accordance 
with the Paperwork Reduction Act of 
1995, Public Law 104-13, on or after the 
date of publication of this notice. 
DATES: Comments should be received on 
or before November 3, 2014 to be 
assured of consideration. 

ADDRESSES: Send comments regarding 
the burden estimate, or any other aspect 
of the information collection, including 
suggestions for reducing the burden, to 
(1) Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, Office of Management and 
Budget, Attention: Desk Officer for 
Treasury, New Executive Office 
Building, Room 10235, Washington, DC 
20503, or email at OJRA_Submission@ 
OMB.EOP.gov and (2) Treasury PRA 
Clearance Officer, 1750 Pennsylvania 
Ave. NW., Suite 8141, Washington, DC 
20220, or email at PRA@treasury.gov. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Copies of the submission(s) may be 
obtained by emailing PRA@treasury.gov, 
calling (202) 622-1295, or viewing the 
entire information collection request at 
www.reginfo.gov. 


Office of Foreign Assets Control 


OMB Number: 1505-0198. 

Type of Review: Extension of a 
currently approved collection. 

Title: Requirement to Report 
Information About the Shipment of 
Rough Diamonds. 

Abstract: This information collection 
is contained in 31 CFR 592.301 and 





592.502. The regulations set forth 
reporting requirements for persons who 
import rough diamonds into the United 
States or export rough diamonds from 


the U.S. 
Affected Public: Businesses or other 


for-profits. 
Estimated Annual Burden Hours: 


1,750. 


Brenda Simms, 

Treasury PRA Clearance Officer. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23583 Filed 10—2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4810-25-P 





DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS 


[OMB Control No. 2900-0677] 


Proposed Information Collection 
(Contract for Training and 
Employment) Activity: Comment 
Request 


AGENCY: Veterans Benefits 
Administration, Department of Veterans 
Affairs. 

ACTION: Notice. 





SUMMARY: The Veterans Benefits 
Administration (VBA), Department of 
Veterans Affairs (VA), is announcing an 
opportunity for public comment on the 
proposed collection of certain 
information by the agency. Under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) of 
1995, Federal agencies are required to 
publish notice in the Federal Register 
concerning each proposed collection of 
information, including each proposed 
extension of currently approved 
collection, and allow 60 days for public 
comment in response to the notice. This 
notice solicits comments for information 
needed to ensure contracts between VA 
and training facilities/vendors are 
consistent with the Federal Procurement 
Regulations. 

DATES: Written comments and 
recommendations on the proposed 
collection of information should be 
received on or before December 2, 2014. 
ADDRESSES: Submit written comments 
on the collection of information through 
Federal Docket Management System 
(FDMS) at www.Regulations.gov or to 
Nancy J. Kessinger, Veterans Benefits 
Administration (20M35), Department of 
Veterans Affairs, 810 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, DC 20420 or email 
nancy.kessinger@va.gov. Please refer to 
“OMB Control No. 2900-0677” in any 
correspondence. During the comment 
period, comments may be viewed online 
through FDMS. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Nancy J. Kessinger at (202) 632-8924 or 
FAX (202) 632-8925. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under the 
PRA of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-13; 44 U.S.C. 
3501-3521), Federal agencies must 
obtain approval from the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for each 
collection of information they conduct 
or sponsor. This request for comment is 
being made pursuant to Section 
3506(c)(2)(A) of the PRA. 


With respect to the following 
collection of information, VBA invites 
comments on: (1) whether the proposed 
collection of information is necessary 
for the proper performance of VBA’s 
functions, including whether the 
information will have practical utility; 
(2) the accuracy of VBA’s estimate of the 
burden of the proposed collection of 
information; (3) ways to enhance the 
quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information to be collected; and (4) 
ways to minimize the burden of the 
collection of information on 
respondents, including through the use 
of automated collection techniques or 
the use of other forms of information 
technology. 

Title: Contract for Training and 
Employment (Chapter 31, Title 38 U.S. 
Code), VA Form 28-1903. 


OMB Control Number: 2900-0677. 


Type of Review: Extension of a 
currently approved collection. 

Abstract: VA Form 28-1903 is used to 
standardize contracts agreements 
between VA and training facilities/ 
vendors providing vocational 
rehabilitation training and employment 
to veterans. VA uses the data collected 
to ensure that Veterans are receiving 
training and employment as agreed in 
the contract. 


Affected Public: Business or other for- 
profit. 

Estimated Annual Burden: 1,200 
hours. 

Estimated Average Burden Per 
Respondent: 60 minutes. 

Frequency of Response: One-time. 

Estimated Number of Respondents: 
1,200. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 

By direction of the Secretary. 
Crystal Rennie, 


Department Clearance Officer, Department of 
Veterans Affairs. 
[FR Doc. 2014-23514 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS 


[OMB Control No. 2900-0636] 


Proposed Information Collection 
(Accelerated Payment Verification of 
Completion Letter) Activity: Comment 
Request 


AGENCY: Veterans Benefits 
Administration, Department of Veterans 
Affairs. 


ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: The Veterans Benefits 
Administration (VBA), Department of 
Veterans Affairs (VA), is announcing an 
opportunity for public comment on the 
proposed collection of certain 
information by the agency. Under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) of 
1995, Federal agencies are required to 
publish notice in the Federal Register 
concerning each proposed collection of 
information, including each proposed 
revision of currently approved 
collection, and allow 60 days for public 
comment in response to the notice. This 
notice solicits comments on information 
needed to determine whether a claimant 
received his or her accelerated payment. 
DATES: Written comments and 
recommendations on the proposed 
collection of information should be 
received on or before December 2, 2014. 


ADDRESSES: Submit written comments 
on the collection of information through 
Federal Docket Management System 
(FDMS) at www.Regulations.gov or to 
Nancy J. Kessinger, Veterans Benefits 
Administration (20M35), Department of 
Veterans Affairs, 810 Vermont Avenue 
NW., Washington, DC 20420 or email to 
nancy.kessinger@va.gov. Please refer to 
“OMB Control No. 2900-0636” in any 
correspondence. During the comment 
period, comments may be viewed online 
through FDMS. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Nancy J. Kessinger at (202) 632-8924 or 
FAX (202) 632-8925. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under the 
PRA of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-13; 44 U.S.C. 
3501-3521), Federal agencies must 
obtain approval from the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for each 
collection of information they conduct 
or sponsor. This request for comment is 
being made pursuant to Section 
3506(c)(2)(A) of the PRA. 

With respect to the following 
collection of information, VBA invites 
comments on: (1) Whether the proposed 
collection of information is necessary 
for the proper performance of VBA’s 
functions, including whether the 
information will have practical utility; 
(2) the accuracy of VBA’s estimate of the 
burden of the proposed collection of 
information; (3) ways to enhance the 
quality, utility, and clarity of the 


information to be collected; and (4) 
ways to minimize the burden of the 
collection of information on 
respondents, including through the use 
of automated collection techniques or 
the use of other forms of information 
technology. 

Title: Accelerated Payment 
Verification of Completion Letter, VA 
Form 22-0840. 

OMB Control Number: 2900-0636. 

Type of Review: Revision of a 
currently approved collection. 

Abstract: Claimants electing to receive 
an accelerate payment for educational 
assistance allowance must certify they 
received such payment and how the 
payment was used. The data collected is 
used to determine the claimant’s 
entitlement to accelerated payment. 

Affected Public: Individuals or 
households. 

Estimated Annual Burden: 9 hours. 

Estimated Average Burden Per 
Respondent: 5 minutes. 

Frequency of Response: On occasion. 

Estimated Number of Respondents: 
108. 

Dated: September 29, 2014. 

By direction of the Secretary. 

Crystal Rennie, 

Department Clearance Officer, Department of 
Veterans Affairs. 

[FR Doc. 2014-23512 Filed 10-2—14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 8320-01-P 
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COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING 
COMMISSION 


17 CFR Parts 23 and 140 
RIN 3038—AC97 


Margin Requirements for Uncleared 
Swaps for Swap Dealers and Major 
Swap Participants 


AGENCY: Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission. 

ACTION: Proposed rule; advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking. 


SUMMARY: The Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission (“‘Commission”’ or 
“CFTC’’) is proposing regulations to 
implement section 4s(e) of the 
Commodity Exchange Act (‘‘CEA”’), as 
added by section 731 of the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer 
Protection Act (‘‘Dodd-Frank Act’’). This 
provision requires the Commission to 
adopt initial and variation margin 
requirements for certain swap dealers 
(“SDs’’) and major swap participants 
(‘“MSPs”’). The proposed rules would 
establish initial and variation margin 
requirements for SDs and MSPs but 
would not require SDs and MSPs to 
collect margin from non-financial end 
users. In this release, the Commission is 
also issuing an Advance Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking requesting public 
comment on the cross-border 
application of such margin 
requirements. The Commission is not 
proposing rules on this topic at this 
time. It is seeking public comment on 
several potential alternative approaches. 
DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before December 2, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments, 
identified by RIN 3038—AC97 and 
Margin Requirements for Uncleared 
Swaps for Swap Dealers and Major 
Swap Participants, by any of the 
following methods: 

e Agency Web site, via its Comments 
Online process at http:// 
comments.cftc.gov. Follow the 
instructions for submitting comments 
through the Web site. 

e Mail: Send to Christopher 
Kirkpatrick, Secretary of the 
Commission, Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, Three Lafayette 
Centre, 1155 21st Street NW., 
Washington, DC 20581. 

e Hand Delivery/Courier: Same as 
Mail, above. 

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: http:// 
www.regulations.gov. Follow the 
instructions for submitting comments. 

Please submit your comments using 
only one of these methods. 

All comments must be submitted in 
English, or if not, accompanied by an 


English translation. Comments will be 
posted as received to http:// 
www.cftc.gov. You should submit only 
information that you wish to make 
available publicly. If you wish the 
Commission to consider information 
that may be exempt from disclosure 
under the Freedom of Information Act, 
a petition for confidential treatment of 
the exempt information may be 
submitted according to the established 
procedures in § 145.9 of the 
Commission’s regulations, 17 CFR 
145.9. 

The Commission reserves the right, 
but shall have no obligation, to review, 
pre-screen, filter, redact, refuse or 
remove any or all of your submission 
from www.cftc.gov that it may deem to 
be inappropriate for publication, such as 
obscene language. All submissions that 
have been redacted, or removed that 
contain comments on the merits of the 
rulemaking will be retained in the 
public comment file and will be 
considered as required under the 
Administrative Procedure Act and other 
applicable laws, and may be accessible 
under the Freedom of Information Act. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: John 
C, Lawton, Deputy Director, Division of 
Clearing and Risk, 202-418-5480, 
jlawton@cftc.gov; Thomas J. Smith, 
Deputy Director, Division of Swap 
Dealer and Intermediary Oversight, 202- 
418-5495, tsmith@cftc.gov; Rafael 
Martinez, Financial Risk Analyst, 
Division of Swap Dealer and 
Intermediary Oversight, 202-418-5462, 
rmartinez@cftc.gov; Francis Kuo, 
Attorney, Division of Swap Dealer and 
Intermediary Oversight, 202—418-5695, 
fkuo@cftc.gov; or Stephen A. Kane, 
Research Economist, Office of Chief 
Economist, 202-418-5911, skane@ 
cftc.gov; Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission, 1155 21st Street NW., 
Washington DC 20581. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
I. Background 


A. Statutory Authority 


On July 21, 2010, President Obama 
signed the Dodd-Frank Act.! Title VII of 
the Dodd-Frank Act amended the CEA 2 
to establish a comprehensive regulatory 
framework designed to reduce risk, to 
increase transparency, and to promote 
market integrity within the financial 
system by, among other things: (1) 
Providing for the registration and 
regulation of SDs and MSPs; (2) 
imposing clearing and trade execution 


1 See Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and 
Consumer Protection Act, Public Law 111-203, 124 
Stat. 1376 (2010). 

27 U.S.C. 1 et seq. 


requirements on standardized derivative 
products; (3) creating recordkeeping and 
real-time reporting regimes; and (4) 
enhancing the Commission’s 
rulemaking and enforcement authorities 
with respect to all registered entities 
and intermediaries subject to the 
Commission’s oversight. 

Section 731 of the Dodd-Frank Act 
added a new section 4s to the CEA 
setting forth various requirements for 
SDs and MSPs. Section 4s(e) mandates 
the adoption of rules establishing 
margin requirements for SDs and 
MSPs.* Each SD and MSP for which 
there is a Prudential Regulator, as 
defined below, must meet margin 
requirements established by the 
applicable Prudential Regulator, and 
each SD and MSP for which there is no 
Prudential Regulator must comply with 
the Commission’s regulations governing 
margin. 

The term Prudential Regulator is 
defined in section 1a(39) of the CEA, as 
amended by Section 721 of the Dodd- 
Frank Act. This definition includes the 
Federal Reserve Board (‘‘FRB’’); the 
Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency (“OCC”); the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation (‘‘FDIC”’); the 
Farm Credit Administration; and the 
Federal Housing Finance Agency. 

The definition specifies the entities 
for which these agencies act as 
Prudential Regulators. These consist 
generally of federally insured deposit 
institutions, farm credit banks, federal 
home loan banks, the Federal Home 
Loan Mortgage Corporation, and the 
Federal National Mortgage Association. 
The FRB is the Prudential Regulator 
under section 4s not only for certain 
banks, but also for bank holding 
companies, certain foreign banks treated 
as bank holding companies, and certain 
subsidiaries of these bank holding 
companies and foreign banks. The FRB 
is not, however, the Prudential 
Regulator for nonbank subsidiaries of 
bank holding companies, some of which 
are required to be registered with the 
Commission as SDs or MSPs. In general, 
therefore, the Commission is required to 
establish margin requirements for all 
registered SDs and MSPs that are not 
subject to a Prudential Regulator. These . 
include, among others, nonbank 
subsidiaries of bank holding companies, 
as well as certain foreign SDs and MSPs. 

Specifically, section 4s(e)(1)(B) of the 
CEA provides that each registered SD 


3 Section 4s(e) also directs the Commission to 
adopt capital requirements for SDs and MSPs. The 
Commission proposed capital rules in 2011. Capital 
Requirements for Swap Dealers and Major Swap 
Participants, 76 FR 27802 (May 12, 2011). The 
Commission will address capital requirements in a 
separate release. 
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and MSP for which there is not a 
Prudential Regulator shall meet such 
minimum capital requirements and 
minimum initial margin and variation 
margin requirements as the Commission 
shall by rule or regulation prescribe. 

Section 4s(e)(2)(B) provides that the 
Commission shall adopt rules for SDs 
and MSPs, with respect to their 
activities as an SD or an MSP, for which 
there is not a Prudential Regulator 
imposing (i) capital requirements and 
(ii) both initial and variation margin 
requirements on all swaps that are not 
cleared by a registered derivatives 
clearing organization (‘““DCO”’). 

Section 4s(e)(3)(A) provides that to 
offset the greater risk to the SD or MSP 
and the financial system arising from 
the use of swaps that are not cleared, the 
requirements imposed under section 
4s(e)(2) shall (i) help ensure the safety 
and soundness of the SD or MSP and (ii) 
be appropriate for the risk associated 
with the non-cleared swaps. 

Section 4s(e)(3)(C) provides, in 
pertinent part, that in prescribing 
margin requirements the Prudential 
Regulator and the Commission shall 
permit the use of noncash collateral the 
Prudential Regulator or the Commission 
determines to be consistent with (i) 
preserving the financial integrity of 
markets trading swaps and (ii) 
preserving the stability of the United 
States financial system. 

Section 4s(e)(3)(D)(i provides that the 
Prudential Regulators, the Commission, 
and the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (“SEC’’) shall periodically 
(but not less frequently than annually) 
consult on minimum capital 
requirements and minimum initial and 
variation margin requirements. 

Section 4s(e)(3)(D)(ii) provides that 
the Prudential Regulators, Commission 
and SEC shall, to the maximum extent 
practicable, establish and maintain 
comparable minimum capital and 
minimum initial and variation margin 
requirements, including the use of 
noncash collateral, for SDs and MSPs. 


B. Previous Proposal 


Following extensive consultation and 
coordination with the Prudential 
Regulators, the Commission published 
proposed rules for public comment in 
2011.4 The Prudential Regulators 
published substantially similar rules 
two weeks later.® 

The Commission received 102 
comment letters. The Prudential 
Regulators received a comparable 


4 Margin Requirements for Uncleared Swaps for 
Swap Dealers and Major Swap Participants, 76 FR 
23732 (April 28, 2011). 

5 Margin and Capital Requirements for Covered 
Swap Entities, 76 FR 27564 (May 11, 2011). 


number. The commenters included 
financial services industry associations, 
agricultural industry associations, 
energy industry associations, insurance 
industry associations, banks, brokerage 
firms, investment managers, insurance 
companies, pension funds, commercial 
end users, law firms, public interest 
organizations, and other members of the 
public. The commenters addressed 
numerous topics including applicability 
of the rules to certain products, 
applicability to certain market 
participants, margin calculation 
methodologies, two-way vs. one-way 
margin, margin thresholds, permissible 
collateral, use of independent 
custodians, rehypothecation of 
collateral, and harmonization with other 
regulators. 


The Commission has taken the 
comments it received into consideration 
in developing the further proposal 
contained herein. This proposal differs 
in a number of material ways from the 
previous proposal © and the Commission 
has determined that it is appropriate to 
issue a new request for comment. The 
Prudential Regulators have also decided 
to issue a new request for comment. The 
public is invited to comment on any 
aspect of the current proposal. 


C. International Standards 


While the comments on the 2011 
proposal were being reviewed, 
regulatory authorities around the world 
determined that global harmonization of 
margin standards was an important goal. 
The CFTC and the Prudential Regulators 
decided to hold their rulemakings in 
abeyance pending completion of the 
international efforts. 


In October 2011, the Basel Committee 
on Banking Supervision (‘““BCBS”’) and 
the International Organization of 
Securities Commissions (““JOSCO”’), in 
consultation with the Committee on 
Payment and Settlement Systems 
(‘“‘CPSS’’) and the Committee on Global 
Financial Systems (‘‘CGFS”’), formed a 
working group to develop international 
standards for margin requirements for 
uncleared swaps. Representatives of 
more than 20 regulatory authorities 
participated. From the United States, 
the CFTC, the FDIC, the FRB, the OCC, 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, 
and the SEC were represented. 


In July 2012, the working group 
published a proposal for public 


6 These include, among others, the definition of 
financial end user, the definition of material swaps 
exposure, the requirement for two-way margin 
between SDs and financial end users, and the list 
of eligible collateral for initial margin. 


comment.” In addition, the group 
conducted a Quantitative Impact Study 
(“‘QIS’’) to assess the potential liquidity 
and other quantitative impacts 
associated with margin requirements.® 

After consideration of the comments 
on the proposal and the results of the 
QIS, the group published a near-final 
proposal in February 2013 and 
requested comment on several specific 
issues.? The group considered the 
additional comments in finalizing the 
recommendations set out in the report. 

The final report was issued in 
September 2013.19 This report (the 
“2013 international framework’’) 
articulates eight key principles for non- 
cleared derivatives margin rules, which 
are described below. These principles 
represent the minimum standards 
approved by BCBS and IOSCO and 
recommended to the regulatory 
authorities in member jurisdictions of 
these organizations. 


1. Appropriate Margining Practices 
Should be in Place With Respect to all 
Non-Cleared Derivative Transactions 


The 2013 international framework 
recommends that appropriate margining 
practices be in place with respect to all 
derivative transactions that are not 
cleared by central counterparties 
(““CCPs’’). The 2013 international 
framework does not include a margin 
requirement for physically settled 
foreign exchange (‘‘FX’’) forwards and 
swaps. The framework also would not 
apply initial margin requirements to the 
fixed physically-settled FX component 
of cross-currency swaps. 


2. Financial Firms and Systemically 
Important Nonfinancial Entities 
(Covered Entities) Must Exchange Initial 
and Variation Margin 


The 2013 international framework 
recommends bilateral exchange of 
initial and variation margin for non- 
cleared derivatives between covered 
entities. The precise definition of 
“covered entities” is to be determined 
by each national regulator, but in 
general should include financial firms 
and systemically important non- 
financial entities. Sovereigns, central 
banks, certain multilateral development 
banks, the Bank for International 


7 BCBS/IOSCO, Consultative Document, Margin 
requirements for non-centrally cleared derivatives 
(July 2012). 

® BCBS/IOSCO, Quantitative Impact Study, 
Margin requirements for non-centrally cleared 
derivatives (November 2012). 

®BCBS/IOSCO, Consultative Document, Margin 
requirements for non-centrally cleared derivatives 
(February 2013). 

10 BCBS/IOSCO, Margin requirements for non- 
centrally cleared derivatives (September 2013) 
(‘“BCBS/IOSCO Report’’). 
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Settlements (BIS), and non-systemic, 
non-financial firms are not included as 
covered entities. 


Under the 2013 international 
framework, all covered entities that 
engage in non-cleared derivatives 
should exchange, on a bilateral basis, 
the full amount of variation margin with 
a zero threshold on a regular basis (e.g., 
daily). All covered entities are also 
expected to exchange, on a bilateral 
basis, initial margin with a threshold 
not to exceed €50 million. The 
threshold applies on a consolidated 
group, rather than legal entity, basis. In 
addition, and in light of the permitted 
initial margin threshold, the 2013 
international framework recommends 
that entities with a level of non-cleared 
derivative activity of €8 billion notional 
or more would be subject to initial 
margin requirements. 


3. The Methodologies for Calculating 
Initial and Variation Margin Should (i) 
Be Consistent Across Covered Entities, 
and (ii) Ensure That All Counterparty 
Risk Exposures Are Covered With a 
High Degree of Confidence 


The 2013 international framework 
states that the potential future exposure 
of a non-cleared derivative should 
reflect an estimate of an increase in the 
value of the instrument that is 
consistent with a one-tailed 99% 
confidence level over a 10-day horizon 
(or longer, if variation margin is not 
collected on a daily basis), based on 
historical data that incorporates a period 
of significant financial stress. 


The 2013 international framework 
permits the amount of initial margin to 
be calculated by reference to internal 
models approved by the relevant 
national regulator or a standardized 
margin schedule, but covered entities 
should not ‘‘cherry pick’ between the 
two calculation methods. Models may 
allow for conceptually sound and 
empirically demonstrable portfolio risk 
offsets where there is an enforceable 
netting agreement in effect. However, 
portfolio risk offsets may only be 
recognized within, and not across, 
certain well-defined asset classes: 
credit, equity, interest rates and foreign 
exchange, and commodities. A covered 
entity using the standardized margin 
schedule may adjust the gross initial 
margin amount (notional exposure 
multiplied by the relevant percentage in 
the table) by a ‘‘net-to-gross ratio,” 
which is also used in the bank 
counterparty credit risk capital rules to 
reflect a degree of netting of derivative 
positions that are subject to an 
enforceable netting agreement. 


4. To Ensure That Assets Collected as 
Collateral Can Be Liquidated in a 
Reasonable Amount of Time To 
Generate Proceeds That Could 
Sufficiently Protect Covered Entities 
From Losses in the Event of a 
Counterparty Default, These Assets 
Should Be Highly Liquid and Should, 
After Accounting for an Appropriate 
Haircut, be Able To Hold Their Value in 
a Time of Financial Stress 


The 2013 international framework 
recommends that national supervisors 
develop a definitive list of eligible 
collateral assets. The 2013 international 
framework includes examples of 
permissible collateral types, provides a 
schedule of standardized haircuts, and 
indicates that model-based haircuts may 
be appropriate. In the event that a 
dispute arises over the value of eligible 
collateral, the 2013 international 
framework provides that both parties 
should make all necessary and 
appropriate efforts, including timely 
initiation of dispute resolution 
protocols, to resolve the dispute and 
exchange any required margin in a 
timely fashion. 


5. Initial Margin Should be Exchanged 
on a Gross Basis and Held in Such a 
Way as to Ensure That (i) the Margin 
Collected Is Immediately Available to 
the Collecting Party in the Event of the 
Counterparty’s Default, and (ii) the 
Collected Margin Is Subject to 
Arrangements That Fully Protect the 
Posting Party 


The 2013 international framework 
provides that collateral collected as 
initial margin from a “customer”’ 
(defined as a “buy-side financial firm’’) 
should be segregated from the initial 
margin collector’s proprietary assets. 
The initial margin collector also should 
give the customer the option to 
individually segregate its initial margin 
from other customers’ margin. In very 
specific circumstances, the initial 
margin collector may use margin 
provided by the customer to hedge the 
risks associated with the customer’s 
positions with a third party. To the 
extent that the customer consents to 
rehypothecation, it should be permitted 
only where applicable insolvency law 
gives the customer protection from risk 
of loss of initial margin in instances 
where either or both of the initial 
margin collector and the third party 
become insolvent. Where a customer 
has consented to rehypothecation and 
adequate legal safeguards are in place, 
the margin collector and the third party 
to which customer collateral is 
rehypothecated should comply with 
additional restrictions detailed in the 


2013 international framework, including 
a prohibition on any further 
rehypothecation of the customer’s 
collateral by the third party. 


6. Requirements for Transactions 
Between Affiliates Are Left to the 
National Supervisors 


The 2013 international framework 
recommends that national supervisors 
establish margin requirements for 
transactions between affiliates as 
appropriate in a manner consistent with 
each jurisdiction’s legal and regulatory 
framework. 


7. Requirements for Margining Non- 
Cleared Derivatives Should Be 
Consistent and Non-Duplicative Across 
Jurisdictions 


Under the 2013 international 
framework, home-country supervisors 
may allow a covered entity to comply 
with a host-country’s margin regime if 
the host-country margin regime is 
consistent with the 2013 international 
framework. A branch may be subject to 
the margin requirements of either the 
headquarters’ jurisdiction or the host 
country. 


8. Margin Requirements Should Be 
Phased in Over an Appropriate Period 
of Time 


The 2013 international framework 
phases in margin requirements between 
December 2015 and December 2019. 
Covered entities should begin 
exchanging variation margin by 
December 1, 2015. The date on which a 
covered entity should begin to exchange 
initial margin with a counterparty 
depends on the notional amount of non- 
cleared derivatives (including 
physically settled FX forwards and 
swaps) entered into both by its 
consolidated corporate group and by the 
counterparty’s consolidated corporate 
group. 

Currency denomination. The 2013 
international framework recommends 
specific quantitative levels for several 
requirements such as the level of 
notional derivative exposure that results 
in an entity being subject to the margin 
requirements (€8 billion), permitted 
initial margin thresholds (€50 million), 
and minimum transfer amounts 
(€500,000). In the 2013 international 
framework, all such amounts are 
denominated in Euros. In this proposal 
all such amounts are denominated in 
U.S. dollars. The Commission is aware 
that, over time, amounts that are 
denominated in different currencies in 
different jurisdictions may fluctuate 
relative to one another due to changes 
in exchange rates. 
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The Commission seeks comment on 
whether and how fluctuations resulting 
from exchange rate movements should 
be addressed. In particular, should these 
amounts be expressed in terms of a 
single currency in all jurisdictions to 
prevent such fluctuations? Should the 
amounts be adjusted over time if and 
when exchange rate movements 
necessitate realignment? Are there other 
approaches to deal with fluctuations 
resulting from significant exchange rate 
movements? Are there other issues that 
should be considered in connection to 
the effects of fluctuating exchange rates? 


II. Proposed Margin Regulations 


A. Introduction 


During the financial crisis of 2008- 
2009, DCOs met all their obligations 
without any financial support from the 
government. By contrast, significant 
sums were expended by governmental 
entities as the result of losses incurred 
in connection with uncleared swaps. 
For example, a unit of American 
International Group (“AIG’’) entered 
into many credit default swaps and did 
not post initial margin or regularly pay 
variation margin on these positions.!! 
AIG was unable to meet its obligations 
and the Federal Reserve and the 
Department of the Treasury expended 
large sums of money to meet these 
obligations.?2 

A key reason for this difference in the 
performance of cleared and uncleared 
swaps is that DCOs use variation margin 
and initial margin as the centerpiece of 
their risk management programs while 
these tools often were not universally 
used in connection with uncleared 
swaps. Consequently, in designing the 
proposed margin rules for uncleared 
swaps, the Commission has built upon 
the sound practices for risk management 
employed by central counterparties for 
decades. 

Variation margin serves as a 
mechanism for periodically recognizing 
changes in the value of open positions 
and reducing unrealized losses to zero. 
Open positions are marked to their 
current market value each day and 
funds are transferred between the 


11 See The Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission, 
The Financial Crisis Inquiry Report: Final Report of 
the National Commission on the Causes of the 
Financial and Economic Crisis in the United States 
(Official Government Edition) at 265-268 (2011), 
available at http://fcic-static.law.stanford.edu/cdn_ 
media/fcic-reports/fcic_final_report_full.pdf. 

12 Jd, at 344-352, 350. See also United States 
Department of the Treasury, Office of Financial 
Stability, Troubled Asset Relief Program, Four Year 
Retrospective: An Update on the Wind Down of 
TARP, pp. 3, 18-19. Treasury and the Federal 
Reserve committed $182 billion to stabilize AIG. 
Ultimately all of this was recovered plus a return 
of $22.7 billion. 


parties to reflect any change in value 
since the previous time the positions 
were marked. This process prevents 
losses from accumulating over time and 
thereby reduces both the chance of 
default and the size of any default 
should one occur. 

Initial margin serves as a performance 
bond against potential future losses. If a 
party fails to meet its obligation to pay 
variation margin, resulting in a default, 
the other party may use initial margin 
to cover some or all of any loss. Because 
the payment of variation margin 
prevents losses from compounding over 
an extended period of time, initial 
margin only needs to cover any 
additional losses that might accrue 
between the previous time that variation 
margin was paid and the time that the 
position is liquidated. 

Well-designed margin systems protect 
both parties to a trade as well as the 
overall financial system. They serve 
both as a check on risk-taking that might 
exceed a party’s financial capacity and 
as a resource that can limit losses when 
there is a failure by a party to meet its 
obligations. 

The statutory provisions cited above 
reflect Congressional recognition that (i) 
margin is an essential risk-management 
tool and (ii) uncleared swaps pose 
greater risks than cleared swaps. As 
discussed further below, many 
commenters expressed concern that the 
imposition of margin requirements on 
uncleared swaps will be very costly for 
SDs and MSPs.'?3 However, margin has 
been, and will continue to be, required 
for all cleared products. Given the 
Congressional reference to the ‘‘greater 
risk” of uncleared swaps and the 
requirement that margin for such swaps 
‘be appropriate for the risk,”’ the 
Commission believes that establishing 
margin requirements for uncleared 
swaps that are at least as stringent as 
those for cleared swaps is necessary to 
fulfill the statutory mandate. Within 
these statutory bounds the Commission 
has endeavored to limit costs 
appropriately, as detailed further below. 

The discussion below addresses: (i) 
The products covered by the proposed 
rules; (ii) the market participants 
covered by the proposed rules; (iii); the 
nature and timing of the margin 
obligations; (iv) the methods of 
calculating initial margin; (v) the 
methods of calculating variation margin; 
(vi) permissible forms of margin; (vii) 
custodial arrangements; (viii) 
documentation requirements; (ix) the 


13 For purposes of this proposal, the term “SD” 
means any swap dealer registered with the 
Commission. Similarly, the term ‘‘“MSP”’ means any 
major swap participant registered with the 
Commission. 


implementation schedule; and (x) 
advance notice of proposed rulemaking 
on the cross-border application of the 
rules. 

In developing the proposed rules, the 
Commission staff worked closely with 
the staff of the Prudential Regulators."4 
In most respects, the proposed rules 
would establish a similar framework for 
margin requirements as the Prudential 
Regulators’ proposal. Key differences 
are noted in the discussion below. 

The proposed rules are consistent 
with the 2013 international framework. 
In some instances, as contemplated in 
the framework, the proposed rules 
provide more detail than the framework. 
In a few other instances, the proposed 
rules are stricter than the framework. 
Any such variations from the framework 
are noted in the discussion below. 


B. Products 


As noted above, section 4s(e)(2)(B)(ii) 
of the CEA directs the Commission to 
establish both initial and variation 
margin requirements for SDs and MSPs 
‘‘on all swaps that are not cleared.” The 
scope provision of the proposed rules 15 
states that the proposal would cover 
swaps that are uncleared swaps !© and 
that are executed after the applicable 
compliance date.!” 

The term ‘‘cleared swap” is defined in 
section 1a(7) of the CEA to include any 
swap that is cleared by a DCO registered 
with the Commission. The Commission 
notes, however, that SDs and MSPs also 
clear swaps through foreign clearing 
organizations that are not registered 
with the Commission. The Commission 
believes that a clearing organization that 
is not a registered DCO must meet 
certain basic standards in order to avoid 
creating a mechanism for evasion of the 
uncleared margin requirements. 
Accordingly, the Commission is 
proposing to include in the definition of 
cleared swaps certain swaps that have 
been accepted for clearing by an entity 
that has received a no-action letter from 
the Commission staff or exemptive relief 
from the Commission permitting it to 
clear such swaps for U.S. persons 
without being registered as a DCO.1® 


14 As required by section 4s of the CEA, the 
Commission staff also has consulted with the SEC 
staff. 

15 Proposed Regulation § 23.150. 

16 The term uncleared swap is defined in 
proposed Regulation § 23.151. 

17 A schedule of compliance dates is set forth in 
proposed Regulation § 23.160. 

18 See CFTC Ltr. No. 14-107 (August 18, 2014) 
(granting no-action relief to Clearing Corporation of 
India Ltd.); CFTC Ltr. No. 14-87 (June 26, 2014) 
(granting no-action relief to Korea Exchange, Inc.); 
CFTC Ltr. No. 14-68 (May 7, 2014) (granting no- 
action relief to OTC Clearing Hong Kong Limited 

Continued 
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The Commission requests comment 
on whether it is appropriate to exclude 
swaps that are cleared by an entity that 
is not a registered DCO. If so, the 
Commission further requests comment 
on whether the proposed rule captures 
the proper clearing organizations. For 
example, should the Commission 
require that the clearing organizations 
be qualifying central counterparties 
(“QCCPs’’) 19 or be subject to regulation 
and supervision that is consistent with 
the CPSS-IOSCO Principles for 
Financial Market Infrastructures 
(‘“PFMIs’’)? 

Because the pricing of swaps reflects 
the credit arrangements under which 
they were executed, it could be unfair 
to the parties and disruptive to the 
markets to require that the rules apply 
to positions executed before the 
applicable compliance dates. The rules, 
however, would permit SDs and MSPs 
voluntarily to include swaps executed 
before the applicable compliance date in 
portfolios margined pursuant to the 
proposed rules.2° Many market 
participants might do so to take 
advantage of netting effects across 
transactions. 

As a result of the determination by the 
Secretary of the Treasury to exempt 
foreign exchange swaps and foreign 
exchange forwards from the definition 
of swap,?! the following transactions 
would not be subject to the 
requirements: (i) Foreign exchange 
swaps; (ii) foreign exchange forwards; 
and (iii) the fixed, physically settled 
foreign exchange transactions associated 
with the exchange of principal in cross- 
currency swaps. 

In a cross-currency swap, the parties 
exchange principal and interest rate 
payments in one currency for principal 
and interest rate payments in another 
currency. The exchange of principal 
occurs upon the inception of the swap, 
with a reversal of the exchange of 
principal at a later date that is agreed 
upon at the inception of the swap. The 


and certain of its clearing members); CFTC Ltr. No. 
14-27 (Mar. 20, 2014) (extending previous grant of 
no-action relief to Eurex Clearing AG and certain of 
its clearing members); CFTC Ltr. No. 14-07 (Feb. 6, 
2014) (granting no-action relief to ASX Clear 
(Futures) Pty Limited); and CFTC Ltr. No. 13-73 
(Dec. 19, 2013) (extending previous grant of no- 
action relief to Japan Securities Clearing 
Corporation and certain of its clearing members). 

19 A QCCP is a clearing organization that meets 
the standards to be designated as such set forth by 
the Basel Committee for Banking Supervision in the 
report ‘‘Capital requirements for bank exposures to 
central counterparties” (April 2014). 

20 See proposed Regulation § 23.154(b)(2) for 
initial margin and proposed Regulation § 23.153(c) 
for variation margin. 

21 Determination of Foreign Exchange Swaps and 
Foreign Exchange Forwards Under the Commodity 
Exchange Act, 77 FR 69694 (Nov. 20, 2012). 





foreign exchange transactions associated 
with the fixed exchange of principal in 
a cross-currency swap are closely 
related to the exchange of principal that 
occurs in the context of a foreign 
exchange forward or swap. Accordingly, 
the Commission is proposing to treat 
that portion of a cross-currency swap 
that is a fixed exchange of principal in 

a manner that is consistent with the 
treatment of foreign exchange forwards 
and swaps. This treatment of cross- 
currency swaps is limited to cross- 
currency swaps and does not extend to 
any other swaps such as non-deliverable 
currency forwards. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the proposed treatment of products. 
In particular, commenters are invited to 
discuss the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


C. Market Participants 
1. SDs and MSPs 


As noted above, section 4s(e)(2)(B) of 
the CEA directs the Commission to 
impose margin requirements on SDs and 
MSPs for which there is no Prudential 
Regulator (‘‘covered swap entities” or 
“CSEs’’).22 This provision further states 
that the requirement shall apply to “‘all 
swaps that are not cleared.” Section 
4s(e)(3)(A)(2) states that the 
requirements must be ‘“‘appropriate to 
the risks associated with” the swaps. 

Because different types of 
counterparties can pose different levels 
of risk, the Commission’s proposed 
requirements would differ depending on 
the category of counterparty. The 
proposed rules would establish three 
categories of counterparty: (i) SDs and 
MSPs, (ii) financial end users,2% and (iii) 
non-financial end users.24 As discussed 
below, the nature of an SD/MSP’s 
obligations under the rules would differ 
depending on whether the counterparty 
was a covered counterparty or a non- 
financial end user. 


2. Financial End Users 


a. Definition 

Financial end users would include 
any entity that (i) is specified in the 
definition, and (ii) is not an SD or MSP. 


22 This term is defined in proposed Regulation 
§ 23.151. 
23 This term is defined in proposed Regulation 
§ 23.151. 
24 This term is defined in proposed Regulation 
§ 23.151 to include entities that are not SDs, MSPs, 
or financial entities. 


The definition lists numerous entities 
whose business is financial in nature. 
The proposed rule also would permit 
the Commission to designate additional 
entities as financial end users if it 
identified additional entities whose 
activities and risk profile would warrant 
inclusion. As contemplated by the 2013 
international framework, the CFTC 
proposal, which is the same as the 
Prudential Regulator’s proposal, 
contains greater detail in defining 
financial end users than the 
international standards.?° 

In developing the definition, the 
Commission and the Prudential 
Regulators sought to provide clarity 
about whether particular counterparties 
would be subject to the margin 
requirements of the proposed rule. The 
definition is an attempt to strike a 
balance between the need to capture all 
financial counterparties that pose 
significant risk to the financial system 
and the danger of being overly 
inclusive. 

The Commission believes that 
financial firms generally present a 
higher level of risk than other types of 
counterparties because the profitability 
and viability of financial firms is more 
tightly linked to the health of the 
financial system than other types of 
counterparties. Because financial 
counterparties are more likely to default 
during a period of financial stress, they 
pose greater systemic risk and risk to the 
safety and soundness of the CSE. 

The list of financial entities is based 
to a significant extent on Federal 
statutes that impose registration or 
chartering requirements on entities that 
engage in specified financial activities. 
Such activities include deposit taking 
and lending, securities and swaps 
dealing, investment advisory activities, 
and asset management. 

Because Federal law largely looks to 
the States for the regulation of the 
business of insurance, the proposed 
definition broadly includes entities 
organized as insurance companies or 
supervised as such by a State insurance 
regulator. This element of the proposed 
definition would extend to reinsurance 
and monoline insurance firms, as well 
as insurance firms supervised by a 
foreign insurance regulator. 

The proposal also would cover a 
broad variety and number of nonbank 
lending and retail payment firms that 
operate in the market. To this end, the 
proposal would include State-licensed 
or registered credit or lending entities 


25 “The precise definition of financial firms, non- 
financial firms, and systemically important non- 
financial firms will be determined by appropriate 
national regulation.’’ See BCBS/IOSCO Report at 9. 
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and money services businesses, under 
proposed regulatory language 
incorporating an inclusive list of the 
types of firms subject to State law.?® 
However, the Commission recognizes 
that the licensing of nonbank lenders in 
some states extends to commercial firms 
that provide credit to the firm’s 
customers in the ordinary course of 
business. Accordingly, the Commission 
is proposing to exclude an entity 
registered or licensed solely because it 
finances the entity’s direct sales of 
goods or services to customers. The 
Commission requests comment on 
whether this aspect of the proposed rule 
adequately maintains a distinction 
between financial end users and 
commercial end users. 

In addition, real estate investment 
companies would be financial end 
users, as they are entities that would be 
investment companies under section 3 
of the Investment Company Act but for 
section 3(c)(5)(C). Furthermore, other 
securitization vehicles would be 
financial end users in cases where those 
vehicles are entities that are deemed not 
to be investment companies under 
section 3 of the Investment Company 
Act pursuant to Rule 3a—7. The 
Commission also notes that the category 
of investment companies registered with 
the SEC under the Investment Company 
Act would include registered 
investment companies as well as 
business development companies. 

Under the proposed rule, those 
cooperatives that are financial 
institutions, such as credit unions, Farm 
Credit System banks and associations, 
and the National Rural Utilities 
Cooperative Finance Corporation would 
be financial end users because their sole 
business is lending and providing other 
financial services to their members, 
including engaging in swaps in 
connection with such loans.27 
Cooperatives that are financial end users 
may qualify for an exemption from 
clearing,2® and therefore, they may enter 


26 The Commission expects that financial 
cooperatives that provide financial services to their 
members, such as lending to their members and 
entering into swaps in connection with those loans, 
would be treated as financial end users, pursuant 
to this aspect of the proposed rule’s coverage of 
credit or lending entities. 

27 Under the proposed rule, the financing 
subsidiaries or affiliates of producer or consumer 
cooperatives would be non-financial end users. 

28 Section 2(h)(7)(c)(ii) of the CEA and section 
3C(g)(4) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
authorize the CFTC and the SEC, respectively, to 
exempt small depository institutions, small Farm 
Credit System institutions, and small credit unions 
with total assets of $10 billion or less from the 
mandatory clearing requirements for swaps and 
security-based swaps. Additionally, the CFTC, 
pursuant to its authority under section 2(h)(1)(A) of 
the CEA, enacted 17 CFR 50.51, which allows 


into non-cleared swaps with covered 
swap entities that are subject to the 
proposed rule. 

The Commission remains concerned, 
however, that one or more types of 
financial entities might escape 
classification under the specific Federal 
or State regulatory regimes included in 
the proposed definition of a financial 
end user. Accordingly, the definition 
includes two additional prongs. First, 
the definition would cover an entity that 
is, or holds itself out as being, an entity 
or arrangement that raises money from 
investors primarily for the purpose of 
investing in loans, securities, swaps, 
funds or other assets for resale or other 
disposition or otherwise trading in 
loans, securities, swaps, funds or other 
assets. The Commission requests 
comment on the extent to which there 
are (or may be in the future) pooled 
investment vehicles that are not 
captured by the other prongs of the 
definition (such as the provisions 
covering private funds under the 
Investment Advisers Act or commodity 
pools under the CEA). The Commission 
also requests comment on whether this 
aspect of the definition of financial end 
user provides sufficiently clear guidance 
to covered swap entities and market 
participants as to its intended scope, 
and whether it adequately maintains a 
distinction between financial end users 
and commercial end users. 

Second, the proposal would allow the 
Commission to require a swap dealer 
and major swap participant (‘‘covered 
swap entity’’) to treat an entity as a 
financial end user for margin purposes, 
even if the person is not specifically 
listed within the definition of “financial 
end user” or if the entity is excluded 
from the definition of financial end user 
as described below. This provision was 
included out of an abundance of caution 
to act as a safety mechanism in the 
event that an entity didn’t fall squarely 
within one of the listed categories but 
was effectively acting as a financial end 
user, 

To address the classification of 
foreign entities as financial end users, 
the proposal would require the covered 
swap entity to determine whether a 
foreign counterparty would fall within 
another prong of the financial end user 
definition if the foreign entity was 
organized under the laws of the United 
States or any State. The Commission 
recognizes that this approach would 


cooperative financial entities, including those with 
total assets in excess of $10 billion, to elect an 
exemption from mandatory clearing of swaps that: 
(1) They enter into in connection with originating 
loans for their members; or (2) hedge or mitigate 
commercial risk related to loans or swaps with their 
members. 


impose upon covered swap entities the 
difficulties associated with analyzing a 
foreign counterparty’s business 
activities in light of a broad array of U.S. 
regulatory requirements. The 
alternative, however, would require 
covered swap entities to gather a foreign 
counterparty’s financial reporting data 
and determine the relative amount of 
enumerated financial activities in which 
the counterparty is engaged over a 
rolling period.29 The Commission 
requests comment on whether some 
other method or approach would 
adequately assure that the rule’s 
objectives with respect to dealer safety 
and soundness and reductions of 
systemic risk can be achieved, in a 
fashion that can be more readily 
operationalized by covered swap 
entities. For example, would it be 
appropriate to have foreign 
counterparties certify to CSEs whether 
they are financial end users or not? This 
could be operationally simpler for the 
CSEs and would avoid the circumstance 
where one CSE, in good faith, deemed 

a foreign counterparty to be a financial 
end user and another CSE, in good faith, 
did not. 

The definition of financial entities 3° 
would exclude the government of any 
country, central banks, multilateral 
development banks, the Bank for 
International Settlements, captive 
finance companies,! and agent 
affiliates.2 The exclusion for sovereign 
entities, multilateral development banks 
and the Bank for International 
Settlements is consistent with the 2013 
international framework and the 
proposal of the Prudential Regulators. 


29 See e.g., Definitions of ‘Predominantly 
Engaged In Financial Activities” and ‘Significant 
Nonbank Financial Company and Bank Holding 
Company”’, 68 FR 20756 (April 5, 2013). 

3° Proposed Regulation § 23.151. 

31 A captive finance company is an entity that is 
excluded from the definition of financial entity 
under section 2(h)(7)(c)(iii) of the CEA for purposes 
of the requirement to submit certain swaps for 
clearing. That section describes it as ‘‘an entity 
whose primary business is providing financing, and 
uses derivatives for the purpose of hedging 
underlying commercial risks related to interest rate 
and foreign currency exposures, 90 percent or more 
of which arise from financing that facilitates the 
purchase or lease of products, 90 percent or more 
of which are manufactured by the parent company 
or another subsidiary of the parent company.” 

32 An agent affiliate is an entity that is an affiliate 
of a person that qualifies for an exception from the 
requirement to submit certain trades for clearing. 
Under section 2(h)(7)(D) of the CEA, “‘an affiliate of 
a person that qualifies for an exception under 
subparagraph (A) (including affiliate entities 
predominantly engaged in providing financing for 
the purchase of the merchandise or manufactured 
goods of the person) may qualify for the exception 
only if the affiliate, acting on behalf of the person 
and as an agent, uses the swap to hedge or mitigate 
the commercial risk of the person or other affiliate 
of the person that is not a financial entity.” 
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Captive finance companies and agent 
affiliates were excluded by the Dodd- 
Frank Act from the definition of 
financial entity subject to mandatory 
clearing. 

The Commission notes that States 
would not be excluded from the 
definition of financial end user, as the 
term “sovereign entity” includes only 
central governments. The categorization 
of a State or particular part of a State as 
a financial end user depends on 
whether that part of the State is 
otherwise captured by the definition of 
financial end user. For example, a State 
entity that is a “governmental plan” 
under ERISA would meet the definition 
of financial end user. 

For a foreign entity that was not a 
central government, a foreign regulator 
could request a determination whether 
the entity was a financial end user. Such 
a determination could extend to other 
similarly situated entities in that 
jurisdiction. 

The Commission seeks comment on 
all aspects of the financial end user 
definition, including whether the 
definition has succeeded in capturing 
all entities that should be included. The 
Commission requests comment on 
whether there are additional entities 
that should be included as financial end 
users and, if so, how those entities 
should be defined. Further, the 
Commission also requests comment on 
whether there are additional entities 
that should be excluded from the 
definition of financial end user and why 
those particular entities should be 
excluded. The Commission also 
requests comment on whether another 
approach to defining financial end user 
(e.g., basing the financial end user 
definition on the financial entity 
definition as in the 2011 proposal) 
would provide more appropriate 
coverage and clarity, and whether 
covered swap entities could 
operationalize such an approach as part 
of their regular procedures for taking on 
new counterparties. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed definition of financial end 
user, Commenters are urged to quantify 
the costs and benefits, if practicable. 
Commenters also may suggest 
alternatives to the proposed approach 
where the commenters believe that the 
alternatives would be appropriate under 
the CEA. 


b. Small Banks 


As noted above, banks would be 
financial end users under the proposal. 
They would be subject to initial margin 
requirements if they entered into 
uncleared swaps with CSEs and, as 


discussed below, had material swaps 
exposure. Staff of the Prudential 
Regulators have indicated that they 
expect that the proposed rule likely will 
have minimal impact on small banks. 


Staff of the Prudential Regulators 
believe that the vast majority of small 
banks do not engage in swaps at or near 
that level of activity that would meet the 
material swaps exposure threshold. If, 
however, a small bank did exceed the 
threshold level, the Prudential 
Regulators believe it would be 
appropriate for the protection of both 
the CSE and the small bank for two-way 
initial margin to be posted. The 
Commission notes that, as discussed in 
more detail below, initial margin would 
only need to be posted to the extent it 
exceeded $65 million. 


The proposed rule would require a 
CSE to exchange daily variation margin 
with a small bank, regardless of whether 
the institution had material swap 
exposure. However, the covered swap 
entity would only be required to collect 
variation margin from a small bank 
when the amount of both initial margin 
and variation margin required to be 
collected exceeded $650,000. The 
Prudential Regulators have indicated 
that they expect that the vast majority of 
small banks will have a daily margin 
requirement that is below this amount. 


The Commission requests comment 
on all aspects of the proposed treatment 
of small banks. In particular, the 
Commission requests comment on the 
interaction of this proposal with 
clearing exemptions that have been 
granted. 


c. Affiliates of CSEs 


The proposal generally would cover 
swaps between CSEs and their affiliates 
that are financial end users. The 
Commission notes that other applicable 
laws require transactions between banks 
and their affiliates to be on an arm’s 
length basis. For example, section 23B 
of the Federal Reserve Act provides that 
many transactions between a bank and 
its affiliates must be on terms and under 
circumstances, including credit 
standards, that are substantially the 
same or at least as favorable to the bank 
as those prevailing at the time for 
comparable transactions with or 
involving nonaffiliated companies.*4 
Consistent with that treatment, the 
Prudential Regulators and the 
Commission are proposing to apply the 


33 See Commission Regulations §§ 50.50(d)(small 
banks), 50.51 (cooperatives), 50.52 (inter-affiliate 
trades), and CFTC Ltr. No. 13-22 (June 4, 2013) 
(treasury affiliates). 

3472 U.S.C. 371c—1(a). 


margin requirements to swaps between 
CSEs and their affiliates. 

The Commission requests comment 
on all aspects of the proposed treatment 
of transactions with affiliates. In 
particular, the Commission requests 
comment on the interaction of this 
proposal with clearing exemptions that 
have been granted. 


d. Multilateral Development Banks 


The proposed definition of the term 
“multilateral development bank,” 
includes a provision encompassing 
“{aJny other entity that provides 
financing for national or regional 
development in which the U.S. 
government is a shareholder or 
contributing member or which the 
Commission determines poses 
comparable credit risk.”” The 
Commission seeks comment regarding 
this definition. In particular, is the 
criterion of comparability of credit risk 
appropriate for this definition? Should 
the Commission look to other 
characteristics of the entity in 
determining whether it should be 
within the definition of ‘“‘multilateral 
development bank’’? 


e. Material Swaps Exposure 


A CSE would not be required to 
exchange initial margin with a financial 
end user if the financial end user did 
not have “material swaps exposure.’ 3° 
Material swaps exposure would be 
computed using the average daily 
aggregate notional amount of uncleared 
swaps, security-based swaps, foreign 
exchange forwards, and foreign 
exchange swaps*° with all 
counterparties for June, July, and 
August of the previous calendar year. 
Essentially, a financial end user would 
have material swaps exposure if it held 
an aggregate gross notional amount of 
these products of more than $3 billion.*7 

This provision recognizes that a 
financial end user that has relatively 
smaller positions does not pose the 
same risks as a financial end user with 


3° Proposed Regulation § 23.152 applies to 
“covered counterparties.” Proposed Regulation 
§ 23.151 defines that term to include financial 
entities with material swaps exposure. 

36 The 2013 international framework states that 
all uncleared derivatives, ‘including physically 
settled FX forwards and swaps” should be included 
in determining whether a covered entity should be 
subject to margin requirements. BCBS/IOSCO 
Report Paragraph 8.8. Although these products 
would not themselves be subject to margin 
requirements, they are uncleared derivatives that 
pose risks. It was the judgment of BCBS/IOSCO that 
they should be included in identifying significant 
market participants in the uncleared space. 
Consistent with international standards and with 
the Prudential Regulators’ proposal, the 
Commission is proposing to include them for 
purposes of this calculation. 

37 Proposed Regulation § 23.151. 
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larger positions. By reducing the 
number of market participants subject to 
certain margin requirements, it also 
addresses the concerns that have been 
expressed about the availability of 
sufficient collateral to meet these 
requirements. 

While adoption of a material swaps 
exposure threshold is consistent with 
the 2013 international framework,#8 the 
Commission and the Prudential 
Regulators, are proposing to set the 
materiality standard lower than the 
international standard. However, the 
lower standard was chosen in order to 
be consistent with the intent of the 
international standards, which was to 
require collection of margin only when 
the amount exceeds $65 million, as 
explained below. 

The 2013 international framework 
defines smaller financial end users as 
those counterparties that have a gross 
aggregate amount of covered swaps 
below €8 billion, which, at current 
exchange rates, is approximately equal 
to $11 billion. The preliminary view of 


the Commission and the Prudential 
Regulators is that defining material 
swaps exposure as a gross notional 
exposure of $3 billion, rather than $11 
billion, is appropriate because it reduces 
systemic risk without imposing undue 
burdens on covered swap entities, and 
therefore, is consistent with the 
objectives of the Dodd-Frank Act. This 
view is based on data and analyses that 
have been conducted since the 
publication of the 2013 international 
framework. 

Specifically, the Commission and the 
Prudential Regulators have reviewed 
actual initial margin requirements for a 
sample of cleared swaps. These analyses 
indicate that there are a significant 
number of cases in which a financial 
end user would have a material swaps 
exposure level below $11 billion but 
would have a swap portfolio with an 
initial margin collection amount that 
significantly exceeds the proposed 
permitted initial margin threshold 
amount of $65 million. The intent of 
both the Commission and the 2013 


international framework is that the 
initial margin threshold provide smaller 
counterparties with relief from the 
operational burden of measuring and 
tracking initial margin collection 
amounts that are expected to be below 
$65 million. Setting the material swaps 
exposure threshold at $11 billion 
appears to be inconsistent with this 
intent, based on the recent analyses. 


The table below summarizes actual 
initial margin requirements for 4,686 
counterparties engaged in cleared 
interest rate swaps. Each counterparty 
represents a particular portfolio of 
cleared interest rate swaps. Each 
counterparty had a swap portfolio with 
a total gross notional amount less than 
$11 billion and each is a customer of a 
CCP’s clearing member. Column (1) 
displays the initial margin amount as a 
percentage of the gross notional amount. 
Column (2) reports the initial margin, in 
millions of dollars that would be 
required on a portfolio with a gross 
notional amount of $11 billion. 


INITIAL MARGIN AMOUNTS ON 4,686 CLEARED INTEREST RATE SWAP PORTFOLIOS 


PIII 6 ahs rn sinning seve csoanss nsviausisasndessosumuandevmeseunss 
Pea a AMIRI ose Soscactouas sh tapccpecucdepwccecnayeteepecton 
EoLOR IN RIPPON IRIN con ao bas cx neem wabemeepcvesseenckeunss eaten 
DESIR aD TN PIED iss vccecdncticns. wad eeecamerbackoenessateentenaee 


As shown in the table above, the 
average initial margin rate across all 
4,686 counterparties, reported in 
Column (1), is 2.1 percent, which would 
equate to an initial margin collection 
amount, reported in Column (2), of $231 
million on an interest rate swap 
portfolio with a gross notional amount 
of $11 billion. This average initial 
margin collection amount significantly 
exceeds the proposed permitted 
threshold amount of $65 million. 
Seventy-five percent of the 4,686 
cleared interest rate swap portfolios 


| Column (1) initial margin 
amount as percentage 


Column (2) initial margin 
amount on an $11 


of gross notional amount billion gross notional 
(%) portfolio (SMM) 
2.1 231 
0.6 66 
1.4 154 
2.7 297 


exhibit an initial margin rate in excess 
of 0.6 percent, which equates to an 
initial margin amount on a cleared 
interest rate swap portfolio of $66 
million (approximately equal to the 
epee permitted threshold amount). 

The data above represent actual 
margin requirements on a sample of 
interest rate swap portfolios that are 
cleared by a single CCP. Some CCPs also 
provide information on the initial 
margin requirements on specific and 
representative swaps that they clear. 
The Chicago Mercantile Exchange 


(‘““CME”’), for example, provides 
information on the initial margin 
requirements for cleared interest rate 
swaps and credit default swaps that it 
clears. This information does not 
represent actual margin requirements on 
actual swap portfolios that are cleared 
by the CME but does represent the 
initial margin that would be required on 
specific swaps if they were cleared at 
the CME. The table below presents the 
initial margin requirements for two 
swaps that are cleared by the CME. 


INITIAL MARGIN AMOUNTS ON CME CLEARED INTEREST RATE AND CREDIT DEFAULT SWAPS 










38 BCBS/IOSCO Report at 9. 


5 year, receive fixed and pay floating rate interest rate SWAP ....... eee eeetteeeeeeeteeeeeeeenenes 
5 year, sold CDS protection on the CDX IG Series 20 Version 22 INd@X ......... cc eeeeeeeeeeeeees 


Column (1) initial margin 
amount as percentage 
of gross notional amount 






Column (2) initial margin 
amount on an $11 
billion gross notional 
portfolio (SMM) 










(%) 
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According to the CME, the initial 
margin requirement on the interest rate 
swap and the credit default swap are 
both roughly two percent of the gross 
notional amount. This initial margin 
rate translates to an initial margin 
amount of roughly $216 million on a 
swap portfolio with a gross notional 
amount of $11 billion. Accordingly, this 
data also indicates that the initial 
margin collection amount on a swap 
portfolio with a gross notional size of 
$11 billion could be significantly larger 
than the proposed permitted initial 
margin threshold of $65 million. 

In addition to the information 
provided in the tables above, the 
Commission’s preliminary view is that 
additional considerations suggest that 
the initial margin collection amounts 
associated with uncleared swaps could 
be even greater than those reported in 
the tables above. The tables above 
represent initial margin requirements on 
cleared interest rate and credit default 
index swaps. Uncleared swaps in other 
asset classes, such as single name equity 
or single name credit default swaps, are 
likely to be riskier and hence would 
require even more initial margin. In 
addition, uncleared swaps often contain 
complex features, such as 
nonlinearities, that make them even 
riskier and would hence require more 
initial margin. Finally, uncleared swaps 
are generally expected to be less liquid 
than cleared swaps and must be 
margined, under the proposed rule, 
according to a ten-day close-out period 
rather than the five-day period required 
for cleared swaps. The data presented 
above pertains to cleared swaps that are 
margined according to a five-day and 
not a ten-day close-out period. The 
requirement to use a ten-day close-out 
period would further increase the initial 
margin requirements of uncleared 
versus Cleared swaps. 

In light of the data and considerations 
noted above, the Commission’s 
preliminary view is that it is appropriate 
and consistent with the intent of the 
2013 international framework to 
identify a material swaps exposure with 
a gross notional amount of $3 billion 
rather than $11 billion (€8 billion) as is 
suggested by the 2013 international 
framework. Identifying a material swaps 
exposure with a gross notional amount 
of $3 billion is more likely to result in 
an outcome in which entities with a 
gross notional exposure below the 
material swaps exposure amount would 
be likely to have an initial margin 
collection amount below the proposed 
permitted initial margin threshold of 
$65 million. The Commission does 
recognize, however, that even at the 
lower amount of $3 billion, there are 


likely to be some cases in which the 
initial margin collection amount of a 
portfolio that is below the material 
swaps exposure amount will exceed the 
proposed permitted initial margin 
threshold amount of $65 million. The 
Commission’s preliminary view is that 
such instances should be relatively rare 
and that the operational benefits of 
using a simple and transparent gross 
notional measure to define the material 
swaps exposure amount are substantial. 

The Commission notes that under the 
implementation schedule set out below, 
this requirement would not take effect 
until January 1, 2019.39 Parties with 
gross notional exposures around this 
amount would have several years notice 
before the requirements took effect. 

The Commission requests comment 
on all aspects of the material swaps 
exposure provision. In particular, the 
Commission requests comment on the 
proposal to establish a level that is 
lower than the level set forth in the 2013 
international framework. Are there 
alternative measurement methodologies 
that do not rely on gross notional 
amounts that should be used? Does the 
proposed rule’s use and definition of the 
material swaps exposure raise any 
competitive equity issues that should be 
considered? Are there any other aspects 
of the material swaps exposure that 
should be considered by the 
Commission? 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed definition of material swaps 
exposure. Commenters are urged to 
quantify the costs and benefits, if 
practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


3. Non-Financial End Users 


Non-financial end users would 
include any entity that was not an SD, 
an MSP, or a financial end user. The 
proposal would not require CSEs to 
exchange margin with non-financial end 
users. The Commission believes that 
such entities, which generally are using 
swaps to hedge commercial risk, pose 
less risk to CSEs than financial entities. 
Therefore, under section 4s(e)(3)(A)(ii) 
of the CEA, applying a different 
standard to trades by CSEs with non- 
financial entities than to trades by CSEs 
with covered counterparties would be 
“ero to the risk.” 

This approach is consistent with 
Congressional intent. Senior 
Congressional leaders have stated that 
they do not believe that non-financial 


39 Proposed Regulation § 23.160. 


end users should be required to post 
margin for uncleared swaps.?° In 
addition, the Dodd-Frank Act generally 
exempted non-financial end users from 
the requirement that they submit trades 
to clearing.41 If the Commission 
required them to post margin for 
uncleared trades, the clearing 
exemption could be weakened because 
the costs of clearing are likely to be less 
than the costs of margining an uncleared 
position. This approach is also 
consistent with international 
standards.42 

The Commission’s proposal is 
generally consistent with the proposal 
of the Prudential Regulators but differs 
in some particulars. The Prudential 
Regulators’ proposal contains the 
following provision: 


A covered swap entity is not required to 
collect initial margin with respect to any 
non-cleared swap or non-cleared security- 
based swap with a counterparty that is 
neither a financial end user with material 
swaps exposure nor a swap entity but shall 
collect initial margin at such times and in 
such forms (if any) that the covered swap 
entity determines appropriately address the 
credit risk posed by the counterparty and the 
risks of such non-cleared swaps and non- 
cleared security-based swaps. 


The Commission’s proposal does not 
contain this provision. 

The Commission’s proposal contains 
other provisions designed to address the 
mandate under section 4s(e)(3)(A)(i) that 
Commission rules “help ensure the 
safety and soundness” of SDs and 
MSPs. First, as discussed further below, 
the rules would require CSEs to enter 
into certain documentation with all 
counterparties, including non-financial 
entities, to provide clarity about the 
parties’ respective rights and 
obligations.4% CSEs and non-financial 


40 Letter from Chairman Debbie Stabenow, 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry, 
U.S. Senate, Chairman Frank D. Lucas, Committee 
on Agriculture, United States House of 
Representatives, Chairman Tim Johnson, Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, U.S. 
Senate, and Chairman Spencer Bachus, Committee 
on Financial Services, United States House of 
Representatives to Secretary Timothy Geithner, 
Department of Treasury, Chairman Gary Gensler, 
U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission, 
Chairman Ben Bernanke, Federal Reserve Board, 
and Chairman Mary Shapiro, U.S. Securities and 
Exchange Commission (April 6, 2011); Letter from 
Chairman Christopher Dodd, Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, U.S. Senate, 
and Chairman Blanche Lincoln, Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, U.S. Senate, to 
Chairman Barney Frank, Financial Services 
Committee, United States House of Representatives, 
and Chairman Collin Peterson, Committee on 
Agriculture, United States House of Representatives 
(June 30, 2010); see also 156 Cong. Rec. S5904 
(daily ed. July 15, 2010) (statement of Sen. Lincoln). 

41 See section 2(h)(7) of the CEA. 

42 BCBS/IOSCO Report at pp. 7-8. 

43 Proposed Regulation § 23.158. 
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entities would be free to set initial 
margin and variation margin 
requirements, if any, in their discretion 
and any thresholds agreed upon by the 
parties would be permitted. 

Second, the proposal would require 
each CSE to calculate hypothetical 
initial and variation margin amounts 
each day for positions held by non- 
financial entities that have material 
swaps exposure to the covered 
counterparty.*4 That is, the CSE must 
calculate what the margin amounts 
would be if the counterparty were 
another SD or MSP and compare them 
to any actual margin requirements for 
the positions.4® These calculations 
would serve as risk management tools to 
assist the CSE in measuring its exposure 
and to assist the Commission in 
conducting oversight of the CSE. 


D. Nature and Timing of Margin 
Requirements 


1. Initial Margin 


Subject to thresholds discussed 
below, the proposal would require each 
CSE to collect initial margin from, and 
to post initial margin with, each covered 
counterparty on or before the business 
day after execution 46 for every swap 
with that counterparty.47 The proposal 
would require the CSEs to continue to 
post and to collect initial margin until 
the swap is terminated or expires.48 

Recognizing that SDs and MSPs pose 
greater risk to the markets and the 
financial system than other swap market 
participants, Congress established a 
comprehensive regulatory scheme for 
them including registration, 
recordkeeping, reporting, margin, 
capital, and business conduct 
requirements. Accordingly, under the 
mandate of section 4s(e)(3)(C) to 
preserve the financial integrity of 
markets trading swaps and to preserve 
the stability of the United States 
financial system, the Commission is 
proposing to require SDs and MSPs to 
collect initial margin from, and to post 
initial margin with, one another. 

Similarly, as discussed above, the 
Commission believes that financial end 


44 Proposed Regulations §§ 23.154(a)(6) and 
23.155(a)(3). 

45 This is consistent with the requirement set 
forth in section 4s(h)(3)(B)(iii)(II) of the CEA that 
SDs and MSPs must disclose to counterparties who 
are not SDs or MSPs a daily mark for uncleared 
swaps. 

46 Commission Regulation § 23.200(e) defines 
execution to mean, “‘an agreement by the 
counterparties (whether orally, in writing, 
electronically, or otherwise) to the terms of the 
swap transaction that legally binds the 
counterparties to such terms under applicable law. 
17 CFR 23.200(e). 

47 Proposed Regulation § 23.152(a). 

48 Proposed Regulation § 23.152(b). 


os 


users with material swaps exposure 
potentially pose greater risk to CSEs and 
to the financial system than non- 
financial end users or financial end 
users with smaller aggregate exposures. 
Accordingly, under the mandate of 
section 4s(e)(3)(A) to help ensure the 
safety and soundness of SDs and MSPs, 
the Commission is proposing to require 
SDs and MSPs to collect initial margin 
from, and to post initial margin with, 
financial end users. 

Notably, the proposal would require 
both collecting and posting of initial 
margin by CSEs (‘‘two-way margin”’). 
Two-way margin helps to ensure the 
safety and soundness of CSEs. Daily 
collection of initial margin increases the 
safety and soundness of the CSE by 
providing collateral to cover potential 
future exposure from each counterparty. 
That is, if a counterparty fails to meet 
an obligation, the CSE can liquidate the 
initial margin that it holds to cover 
some or all of the loss. But daily posting 
of initial margin also helps to ensure the 
safety and soundness of a CSE by 
making it more difficult for the CSE to 
build up exposures that it cannot fulfill. 
That is, the requirement that a CSE post 
initial margin acts as a discipline on its 
risk taking. The requirement also would 
make it more difficult for a rogue trader 
to hide his positions. 

In the wake of clearing mandates, 
uncleared swaps are likely to be more 
customized and consequently trade in a 
less liquid market than cleared swaps. 
As a result, uncleared swaps potentially 
might take a longer time and require a 
greater price premium to be liquidated 
than cleared swaps, particularly in 
distressed market conditions. Initial 
margin is designed to address these 
risks. 

The proposal contains a provision 
stating that a CSE would not be deemed 
to have violated its obligation to collect 
initial margin if it took certain steps.49 
Specifically, if a counterparty failed to 
pay the required initial margin to the 
CSE, the CSE would be required to make 
the necessary efforts to attempt to 
collect the initial margin, including the 
timely initiation and continued pursuit 
of formal dispute resolution 
mechanisms,°° or otherwise 
demonstrate upon request to the 
satisfaction of the Commission that it 
has made appropriate efforts to collect 
the required initial margin or 
commenced termination of the swap. 

The Commission requests comment 
on all aspects of the proposal relating to 
the nature and timing of initial margin. 


49 Proposed Regulation § 23.152(c). 
50 See Commission Regulation § 23.504(b)(4). 


In particular, the Commission requests 
comment on two-way initial margin. 


The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


2. Variation Margin 


Subject to a minimum transfer 
amount discussed below, the proposal 
would require each CSE to collect 
variation margin from, and to pay 
variation margin to, each counterparty 
that is a swap entity or a financial end 
user, on or before the end of the 
business day after execution for each 
swap with that counterparty.®! The 
proposed rule would require the CSEs to 
continue to pay or collect variation 
margin each business day until the swap 
is terminated or expires.52 


Two-way variation margin would 
protect the safety and soundness of 
CSEs for the same reasons discussed 
above in connection with initial margin. 
Two-way variation margin has been a 
keystone of the ability of DCOs to 
manage risk. Each day, starting on the 
day after execution, current exposure is 
removed from the market through the 
payment and collection of variation 
margin. 


If two-way variation margin were not 
required for uncleared swaps between 
CSEs and counterparties that are swap 
entities or financial end users, current 
exposures might accumulate beyond the 
financial capacity of a counterparty. In 
contrast to initial margin, which is 
designed to cover potential future 
exposures, variation margin addresses 
actual current exposures, that is, losses 
that have already occurred. Unchecked 
accumulation of such exposures was 
one of the characteristics of the financial 
crisis which, in turn, led to the 
enactment of the Dodd-Frank Act.°? As 
with initial margin, the Commission 
believes that requiring covered swap 
entities both to collect and pay margin 
with these counterparties effectively 
reduces systemic risk by protecting both 
the covered swap entity and its 


©1 Proposed Regulation § 23.153(a). 

52 Proposed Regulation § 23.153(b). 

53 See The Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission, 
The Financial Crisis Inquiry Report: Final Report of 
the National Commission on the Causes of the 
Financial and Economic Crisis in the United States 
(Official Government Edition) at 265—268 (2011), 
available at http://fcic-static.law.stanford.edu/cdn 
media/fcic-reports/fcic_final report full.pdf. 
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counterparty from the effects of a 
default. 

In contrast to the initial margin 
requirement, which would only apply to 
financial end users with material swaps 
exposure, the proposed variation margin 
requirement would apply to all financial 
end users regardless of whether the 
entity had material swaps exposure. 
This is consistent with international 
standards.*? It reflects the Commission’s 
view that variation margin is an 
important risk mitigant that (i) reduces 
the build-up of risk that may ultimately 
pose systemic risk and (ii) imposes a 
lesser liquidity burden than does initial 
margin. Moreover, this approach is 
consistent with current market practice. 

The proposal would permit netting of 
variation margin across swaps.°> Any 
netting would have to be done pursuant 
to an eligible master netting 
agreement.5® The agreement would 
create a single legal obligation for all 
individual transactions covered by the 
agreement upon an event of default. It 
would specify the rights and obligations 
of the parties under various 
circumstances.57 

As is the case for initial margin, the 
proposal contains a provision stating 
that a CSE would not be deemed to have 
violated its obligation to collect 
variation margin if it took certain 
steps.>8 Specifically, if a counterparty 
failed to pay the required variation 
margin to the CSE, the CSE would be 
required to make the necessary efforts to 
attempt to collect the variation margin, 
including the timely initiation and 
continued pursuit of formal dispute 
resolution mechanisms, including 
pursuant to Commission Regulation 
23.504(b)(4), if applicable, or otherwise 
demonstrate upon request to the 
satisfaction of the Commission that it 
has made appropriate efforts to collect 
the required variation margin or 
commenced termination of the swap. 

The Commission requests comment 
on all aspects of the proposal relating to 
the nature and timing of variation 
margin. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


54 BCBS/IOSCO Report at 9. 

55 Proposed Regulation § 23.153(c). 

56 Proposed Regulation § 23.151, definition of 
“eligible master netting agreement.” 

57 Id. 

°8 Proposed Regulation § 23.153(d). 





E. Calculation of Initial Margin 


1. Overview 


Under the proposed rules, a CSE 
could calculate initial margin using 
either a model-based method or a 
standardized table-based method.°? The 
required amount of initial margin would 
be the amount computed pursuant to 
the model or the table minus a threshold 
amount of $65 million.©° This amount 
could not be less than zero.®! The initial 
margin specified under the rule would 
be a minimum requirement, and the 
parties would be free to require more 
initial margin. 

When a CSE entered into a swap with 
a counterparty that was either another 
CSE or an SD/MSP subject to a 
Prudential Regulator, each party would 
bear the responsibility for calculating 
the amount that it would collect.® 
Thus, for such trades, the amount a 
party posted could differ from the 
amount it collected either because of 
differences in their respective 
methodologies or because the product 
has asymmetric risk. As a practical 
matter, the Commission understands 
that the industry is working to develop 
common standards that would minimize 
this for methodologies. 

When, however, a CSE entered into a 
swap with a financial entity, the CSE 
would have responsibility for 
calculating both the amount it collected 
and the amount it posted.®? This is 
because the statute does not directly 
impose margin requirements on 
financial entities. They only come 
within the scope of section 4s when 
they trade with SDs or MSPs. 

As noted, the rules would permit 
CSEs and their covered counterparties 
to establish margin thresholds of up to 
$65 million. This means that the parties 
could agree not to post and/or to collect 
any margin amount falling below this 
threshold level. For covered entities that 
were part of a consolidated group, a 
single threshold would be applied 
across the consolidated group, not 
individually to each entity.®4 This 
threshold is consistent with the 50 
million Euro threshold set forth in the 
international standards as is the 
consolidated group requirement.® The 
Prudential Regulators proposed the 
same treatment in this regard. 


59 Proposed Regulation § 23.154. 

6° Proposed Regulation § 23.151, definition of 
“initial margin threshold amount.” 

61 Proposed Regulation § 23.154(a)(4). 

62 Proposed Regulation § 23.152(a). 

63 Proposed Regulation § 23.154(b). 

©4 Proposed Regulation § 23.151, definition of 
“initial margin threshold amount.” 

©° BCBS/IOSCO Report at 9. 


Concern has been expressed by some 
in the industry about the potential 
expense of two-way margin. The $65 
million threshold is designed to mitigate 
that expense while continuing to protect 
the financial integrity of CSEs and the 
financial system. Smaller exposures 
would be permitted to go 
uncollateralized, but a significant 
percentage of all large exposures would 
be supported by collateral. 


For example, if the initial margin 
calculated for a particular trade were 
$55 million, the CSE would not be 
required to post or to collect initial 
margin because the amount would be 
below the $65 million threshold. If the 
margin amount were $75 million, the 
CSE would only be required to post and 
to collect $10 million, the amount the 
margin calculation exceeded the $65 
million threshold. 


In order to reduce transaction costs, 
the proposal would establish a 
“minimum transfer amount”’ of 
$650,000. Initial and variation margin 
payments would not be required to be 
made if the payment were below that 
amount. This amount is consistent with 
international standards.® It represents 
an amount sufficiently small that the 
level of risk reduction might not be 
worth the transaction costs of 
transferring the money. It would affect 
only the timing of collection; it would 
not change the amount of margin that 
must be collected once the $650,000 
level was exceeded. 


For example, if a party posted $80 
million as initial margin on Monday and 
the requirement increased to 
$80,400,000 on Tuesday, the party 
would not be required to post additional 
funds on Tuesday because the $400,000 
increase would be less than the 
minimum transfer amount. If, however, 
on Wednesday, the requirement 
increased by another $400,000 to 
$80,800,000, the party would be 
required to post the entire $800,000 
additional amount. 


The Commission requests comment 
on the $65 million threshold and the 
$650,000 minimum transfer amount. 
The Commission requests comment on 
the costs and benefits of the proposed 
approach. Commenters are urged to 
quantify the costs and benefits, if 
practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


66 Proposed Regulation § 23.154(a)(3). 


©? BCBS/IOSCO Report at 9. 
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2. Models 
a. Commission Approval 


Consistent with international 
standards, the proposal would require 
CSEs to obtain the written approval of 
the Commission before using a model to 
calculate initial margin.®® Further, the 
CSE would have to demonstrate that the 
model satisfied all of the requirements 
of this section on an ongoing basis.®9 In 
addition, a CSE would have to notify the 
Commission in writing before extending 
the use of a model that has been 
approved to an additional product type, 
making any change to any initial margin 
model that has been approved that 
would result in a material change in the 
CSE’s assessment of initial margin 
requirements; or making any material 
change to assumptions used in the 
model.7° The Commission could rescind 
its approval of a model if the 
Commission determined that the model 
no longer complied with this section.”! 

Given the central place of modeling in 
most margin systems and the 
complexity of the process, the 
Commission believes that these 
oversight provisions are necessary. The 
resources that would be needed, 
however, to initially review and to 
periodically assess margin models 
present a significant challenge to the 
Commission. To address this issue, the 
Commission would seek to coordinate 
with both domestic and foreign 
authorities in the review of models. 

In many instances, CSEs whose 
margin models would be subject to 
Commission review would be affiliates 
of entities whose margin models would 
be subject to review by one of the 
Prudential Regulators. In such 
situations, the Commission would 
coordinate with the Prudential 
Regulators in order to avoid duplicative 
efforts and to provide expedited 
approval of models that a Prudential 
Regulator had already approved. For 
example, if a Prudential Regulator had 
approved the model of a depository 
institution registered as an SD, 
Commission review of a comparable 
model used by a non-bank affiliate of 
that SD would be greatly facilitated. 
Similarly, the Commission would 
coordinate with the SEC for CSEs that 
are dually registered and would 
coordinate with foreign regulators that 
had approved margin models for foreign 
CSEs. For CSEs that that wished to use 


68 Proposed Regulation § 23.154(b)(1). See BCBS/ 
IOSCO Report at 12: ‘‘any quantitative model that 
is used for initial margin purposes must be 
approved by the relevant supervisory authority.” 

69 Id. 

70 Id. 

74d, 





models that were not reviewed by a 
Prudential Regulator, the SEC, ora 
foreign regulator, the Commission 
would coordinate, if possible, with the 
National Futures Association (‘‘NFA’’) 
as each CSE would be required to be a 
member of the NFA. 

The Commission requests comment 
on all aspects of the proposed margin 
approval process. Specifically, the 
Commission requests comment on the 
appropriateness and feasibility of 
coordinating with the Prudential 
Regulators, the SEC, foreign regulators, 
and the NFA in this regard. 

The Commission is also considering 
whether it would be appropriate to 
provide for provisional approval upon 
the filing of an application pending 
review. The Commission requests 
comment on the appropriateness of such 
an approach. 

In order to expedite the review of 
models further, the Commission is 
proposing to delegate authority to staff 
to perform the functions described 
above. As is the case with existing 
delegations to staff, the Commission 
would continue to reserve the right to 
perform these functions itself at any 
time. 

The Commission requests comment 
on whether additional procedural detail 
is appropriate. For example, should 
time frames be specified for completion 
of any of the functions? 


b. Applicability to Multiple Swaps 


To the extent that more than one 
uncleared swap is executed pursuant to 
an eligible master netting agreement 
(‘““EMNA”’) 72 between a CSE and a 
covered counterparty, the CSE would be 
permitted to calculate initial margin on 
an aggregate basis with respect to all 
uncleared swaps governed by such 
agreement.73 As explained below, 
however, only exposures in certain asset 
classes could be offset. If the agreement 
covered uncleared swaps entered into 
before the applicable compliance date, 
those swaps would have to be included 
in the calculation.”4 

The proposal defines EMNA as any 
written, legally enforceable netting 
agreement that creates a single legal 
obligation for all individual transactions 
covered by the agreement upon an event 
of default (including receivership, 
insolvency, liquidation, or similar 
proceeding) provided that certain 
conditions are met. These conditions 
include requirements with respect to the 
covered swap entity’s right to terminate 


72 This term is defined in Proposed Regulation 
§ 23.151. 

73Proposed Regulation § 23.154(b)(2). 

Tadd, 


the contract and to liquidate collateral 
and certain standards with respect to 
legal review of the agreement to ensure 
that it meets the criteria in the 
definition. 

The Commission requests comment 
on all aspects of the proposed definition 
of EMNA. In particular, the Commission 
requests comment on whether the 
proposal provides sufficient clarity 
regarding the laws of foreign 
jurisdictions that provide for limited 
stays to facilitate the orderly resolution 
of financial institutions. The 
Commission also seeks comment 
regarding whether the provision for a 
contractual agreement subject by its 
terms to limited stays under resolution 
regimes adequately encompasses 
potential contractual agreements of this 
nature or whether this provision needs 
to be broadened, limited, clarified, or 
modified in some manner. 


c. Elements of a Model 


The proposal specifies a number of 
conditions that a model would have to 
meet to receive Commission approval.7® 
They include, among others, the 
following. 


(i) Ten-Day Close-Out Period 


The model must calculate potential 
future exposure using a one-tailed 99 
percent confidence interval for an 
increase in the value of the uncleared 
swap or netting set of uncleared swaps 
due to an instantaneous price shock that 
is equivalent to a movement in all 
material underlying risk factors, 
including prices, rates, and spreads, 
over a holding period equal to the 
shorter of ten business days or the 
maturity of the swap. 

The required a close-out period 
assumption is consistent with 
counterparty credit risk capital 
requirements for banks. The calculation 
must be performed directly over a 10- 
day period. In the context of bank 
regulatory capital rules, a long horizon 
calculation (such as 10 days), under 
certain circumstances, may be indirectly 
computed by making a calculation over 
a shorter horizon (such as 1 day) and 
then scaling the result of the shorter 
horizon calculation to be consistent 
with the longer horizon. The proposed 
rule does not provide this option to 
covered swap entities using an 
approved initial margin model. The 
Commission’s understanding is that the 
rationale for allowing such indirect 
calculations that rely on scaling shorter 
horizon calculations has largely been 
based on computational and cost 
considerations that were material in the 


75 Proposed Regulation § 23.154(b)(3). 
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past but are much less so in light of 
advances in computational speeds and 
reduced computing costs. The 
Commission seeks comment on whether 
the option to make use of such indirect 
calculations has a material effect on the 
burden of complying with the proposed 
rule, and whether such indirect 
methods are appropriate in light of 
current computing methods and costs. 


(ii) Portfolio Offsets 


The model may reflect offsetting 
exposures, diversification, and other 
hedging benefits for uncleared swaps 
that are governed by the same EMNA by 
incorporating empirical correlations 
within the broad risk categories, 
provided the covered swap entity 
validates and demonstrates the 
reasonableness of its process for 
modeling and measuring hedging 
benefits. The categories are agriculture, 
credit, energy, equity, foreign exchange/ 
interest rate, metals, and other. 
Empirical correlations under an eligible 
master netting agreement may be 
recognized by the model within each 
broad risk category, but not across broad 
risk categories. The sum of the initial 
margins calculated for each broad risk 
category must be used to determine the 
aggregate initial margin due from the 
counterparty. 

For example, if a CSE entered into 
two credit swaps and two energy swaps 
with a single counterparty, the CSE 
could use an approved initial margin 
model to perform two separate 
calculations: the initial margin 
calculation for the credit swaps and the 
initial margin calculation for the energy 
commodity swaps. Each calculation 
could recognize offsetting and 
diversification within the credit swaps 
and within the energy commodity 
swaps. The result of the two separate 
calculations would then be summed 
together to arrive at the total initial 
margin amount for the four swaps (two 
credit swaps and two energy commodity 
swaps). 

The Commission believes that the 
correlations of exposures across 
unrelated asset categories, such as credit 
and energy commodities, are not stable 
enough over time, and, in particular, 
during periods of financial stress, to be 
recognized in a regulatory margin model 
requirement. The Commission further 
believes that a single commodity asset 
class is too broad and that the 
relationship between disparate 
commodity types, such as aluminum 
and corn, are not stable enough to 
warrant hedging benefits within the 
initial margin model. The Commission 
seeks comment on this specific 
treatment of asset classes for initial 


margin purposes and whether fewer or 
more distinctions should be made. 

The Commission is aware that some 
swaps may be difficult to classify into 
one and only one asset class because 
some swaps may have characteristics 
that relate to more than one asset class. 
Under the proposal, the Commission 
expects that the CSE would make a 
determination as to which asset class 
best represents the swap based on a 
holistic view of the underlying swap. As 
a specific example, many swaps may 
have some sensitivity to interest rates 
even though most of the swap’s 
sensitivity relates to another asset class 
such as equity or credit. The 
Commission seeks comment on whether 
or not this approach is reasonable and 
whether or not instances in which the 
classification of a swap into one of the 
broad asset classes described above is 
problematic and material. If such 
instances are material, the Commission 
seeks comment on alternative 
approaches to dealing with such swaps. 


(iii) Stress Calibration 


The proposed rule requires the initial 
margin model to be calibrated to a 
period of financial stress. In particular, 
the initial margin model must employ a 
stress period calibration for each broad 
asset class (agricultural commodity, 
energy commodity, metal commodity, 
other commodity, credit, equity, and 
interest rate and foreign exchange). The 
stress period calibration employed for 
each broad asset class must be 
appropriate to the specific asset class in 
question. While a common stress period 
calibration may be appropriate for some 
asset classes, a common stress period 
calibration for all asset classes would 
only be considered appropriate if it is 
appropriate for each specific underlying 
asset class. Also, the time period used 
to inform the stress period calibration 
must include at least one year, but no 
more than five years, of equally- 
weighted historical data. 

This proposed requirement is 
intended to balance the tradeoff 
between shorter and longer data spans. 
Shorter data spans are sensitive to 
evolving market conditions but may also 
overreact to short-term and 
idiosyncratic spikes in volatility. Longer 
data spans are less sensitive to short- 
term market developments but may also 
place too little emphasis on periods of 
financial stress, resulting in 
requirements that are too low. The 
requirement that the data be equally 
weighted is intended to establish a 
degree of consistency in model 
calibration while also ensuring that 
particular weighting schemes do not 
result in excessive margin requirements 


during short-term bouts of heightened 
volatility. 

The model must use risk factors 
sufficient to measure all material price 
risks inherent in the transactions for 
which initial margin is being calculated. 
The risk categories must include, but 
should not be limited to, foreign 
exchange or interest rate risk, credit 
risk, equity risk, agricultural commodity 
risk, energy commodity risk, metal 
commodity risk, and other commodity 
risk, as appropriate. For material 
exposures in significant currencies and 
markets, modeling techniques must 
capture spread and basis risk and 
incorporate a sufficient number of 
segments of the yield curve to capture 
differences in volatility and imperfect 
correlation of rates along the yield 
curve. 

The initial margin model must 
include all material risks arising from 
the nonlinear price characteristics of 
option positions or positions with 
embedded optionality and the 
sensitivity of the market value of the 
positions to changes in the volatility of 
the underlying rates, prices, or other 
material risk factors. 


(iv) Frequency of Margin Calculation 


The proposed rule requires daily 
calculation of initial margin. The use of 
an approved initial margin model may 
result in changes to the initial margin 
amount on a daily basis for a number of 
reasons. 

First, the characteristics of the swaps 
that have a material effect on their risk 
may change over time. As an example, 
the credit quality of a corporate 
reference entity upon which a credit 
default swap contract is written may 
undergo a measurable decline. 

Second, any change to the 
composition of the swap portfolio that 
results in the addition or deletion of 
swaps from the portfolio would result in 
a change in the initial margin amount. 

Third, the underlying parameters and 
data that are used in the model may 
change over time as underlying 
conditions change. For example, a new 
period of financial stress may be 
encountered in one or more asset 
classes. While the stress period 
calibration is intended to reduce the 
extent to which small or moderate 
changes in the risk environment 
influence the initial margin model’s risk 
assessment, a significant change in the 
risk environment that affects the 
required stress period calibration could 
influence the margin model’s overall 
assessment of the risk of a swap. 

Fourth, quantitative initial margin 
models are expected to be maintained 
and refined on a continuous basis to 
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reflect the most accurate risk assessment 
possible with available best practices 
and methods. As best practice risk 
management models and methods 
change, so too may the risk assessments 
of initial margin models. 


(v) Benchmarking 


The proposed rule requires that a 
model used for calculating initial 
margin requirements be benchmarked 
periodically against observable margin 
standards to ensure that the initial 
margin required is not less than what a 
CCP would require for similar 
transactions.’”® This benchmarking 
requirement is intended to ensure that 
any initial margin amount produced by 
a model is subject to a readily 
observable minimum. It will also have 
the effect of limiting the extent to which 
the use of models might disadvantage 
the movement of certain types of swaps 
to DCOs by setting lower initial margin 
amounts for uncleared transactions than 
for similar cleared transactions. 


d. Control Mechanisms 


The proposal would require CSEs to 
implement certain control 
mechanisms.”” They include, among 
others, the following. 

The CSE must maintain a risk 
management unit in accordance with 
existing Commission Regulation 
23.600(c)(4)(i) that reports directly to 
senior management and is independent 
from the business trading units.7® The 
unit must validate its model before 
implementation and on an ongoing 
basis. The validation process must 
include an evaluation of the conceptual 
soundness of the model, an ongoing 
monitoring process to ensure that the 
initial margin is not less than what a 
DCO would require for similar cleared 
products, and back testing. 

If the validation process revealed any 
material problems with the model, the 
CSE would be required to notify the 
Commission of the problems, describe 
to the Commission any remedial actions 
being taken, and adjust the model to 
insure an appropriate amount of initial 
margin is being calculated. 

The CSE must have an internal audit 
function independent of the business 
trading unit that at least annually 


76 Proposed Regulation § 23.154(b)(5). 

77 Proposed Regulation § 23.154(b)(5). 

78 Commission Regulation § 23.600 requires each 
registered SD/MSP to establish a risk management 
program that identifies the risks implicated by the 
SD/MSP’s activities along with the risk tolerance 
limits set by the SD/MSP. The SD/MSP should take 
into account a variety of risks, including market, 
credit, liquidity, foreign currency, legal, 
operational, settlement, and other applicable risks. 
The risks would also include risks posed by 
affiliates. See 17 CFR 23.600. 


assesses the effectiveness of the controls 
supporting the model. The internal 
audit function must report its findings 
to the CSE’s governing body, senior 
management, and chief compliance 
officer at least annually. 

Given the complexity of margin 
models and the incentives to calculate 
lower margin amounts, the Commission 
believes that rigorous internal oversight 
is necessary to ensure proper 
functioning. 

The Commission seeks comment on 
all aspects of the proposed standards for 
models and the proposed levels of 
regulatory review. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


3. Table-Based Method 
a. Method of Calculation 


Some CSEs might not have the 
internal technical resources to develop 
initial margin models or have simple 
portfolios for which they want to avoid 
the complexity of modeling. The table- 
based method would allow a CSE to 
calculate its initial margin requirements 
using a standardized table.”° The table 
specifies the minimum initial margin 
amount that must be collected as a 
percentage of a swap’s notional amount. 
This percentage varies depending on the 
asset class of the swap. Except as 
described below, a CSE would be 
required to calculate a minimum initial 
margin amount for each swap and sum 
up all the minimum initial margin 
amounts calculated under this section to 
arrive at the total amount of initial 
margin. The table is consistent with 
international standards.8° 


b. Net-to-Gross Ratio Adjustment 


The Commission recognizes that 
using a notional amount measure of 
initial margin without any adjustment 
for offsetting exposures, diversification, 
and other hedging benefits might not 
accurately reflect the size or risks of a 
CSE’s swap-based positions in many 
situations. Moreover, not adequately 
recognizing the benefits of offsets, 
diversification, and hedging might lead 
to large disparities between model- 
based and table-based initial margin 
requirements. These disparities might 
give rise to inequities between CSEs that 
elect to use an approved model and 


79 Proposed Regulation § 23.154(c). 
8° BCBS/IOSCO Report at Appendix A. 


CSEs that rely on the table for 
computing their respective initial 
margin requirements. 

To address these potential inequities, 
the Commission is proposing an 
adjustment to the table-based initial 
margin requirement. Specifically, the 
Commission would allow a CSE to 
calculate a net-to-gross ratio 
adjustment.81 

The net-to-gross ratio compares the 
net current replacement cost of the 
uncleared portfolio (in the numerator) 
with the gross current replacement cost 
of the uncleared portfolio (in the 
denominator). The net current 
replacement cost is the cost of replacing 
the entire portfolio of swaps that is 
covered under an eligible master netting 
agreement. The gross current 
replacement cost is the cost of replacing 
those swaps that have a strictly positive 
replacement cost. 

For example, consider a portfolio that 
consists of two uncleared swaps in 
which the mark-to-market value of the 
first swap is $10 (i.e., the CSE is owed 
$10 from its counterparty) and the mark- 
to-market value of the second swap is 
—$5 (i.e., the CSE owes $5 to its 
counterparty). The net current 
replacement cost is $5 ($10-$5), the 
gross current replacement cost is $10, 
and the net-to-gross ratio would be 5/10 
or 0.5.82 

The net-to-gross ratio and gross 
standardized initial margin amounts 
provided in the table are used in 
conjunction with the notional amount of 
the transactions in the underlying swap 
portfolio to arrive at the total initial 
margin requirement as follows: 

Standardized Initial Margin = 0.4 x 
Gross Initial Margin + 0.6 x NGR x Gross 
Initial Margin 
where: 

Gross Initial Margin = the sum of the 
notional value multiplied by the 
applicable initial margin requirement 
percentage from the table A for each 
uncleared swap in the portfolio 


and 


81 This calculation is set forth in proposed 
Regulation § 23.154(c)(2). 

82 Note that in this example, whether or not the 
counterparties have agreed to exchange variation 
margin has no effect on the net-to-gross ratio 
calculation, i.e., the calculation is performed 
without considering any variation margin 
payments. This is intended to ensure that the net- 
to-gross ratio calculation reflects the extent to 
which the uncleared swaps generally offset each 
other and not whether the counterparties have 
agreed to exchange variation margin. As an 
example, if a swap dealer engaged in a single sold 
credit derivative with a counterparty, then the net- 
to-gross calculation would be 1.0 whether or not the 
dealer received variation margin from its 
counterparty. 
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NGR = Net-to-Gross Ratio 


The Commission notes that the 
calculation of the net-to-gross ratio for 
margin purposes must be applied only 
to swaps subject to the same EMNA and 
that the calculation is performed across 
transactions in disparate asset classes 
within a single netting agreement. 
(Thus, all non-cleared swaps subject to 
the same EMNA can be netted against 
each other in the calculation of the net- 
to-gross ratio. By contrast, under a 
model, netting is only permitted within 
each asset class). This approach is 
consistent with the standardized 
counterparty credit risk capital 
requirements. 

The Commission also notes that if a 
counterparty maintains multiple swap 
portfolios under multiple EMNAs, the 
standardized initial margin amounts 
would be calculated separately for each 
portfolio with each calculation using the 
gross initial margin and net-to-gross 
ratio that is relevant to each portfolio. 
The total standardized initial margin 
would be the sum of the standardized 
initial margin amounts for each 
portfolio. 

The proposed net-to-gross ratio 
adjustment is consistent with 
international standards.** The proposed 
table and adjustment are the same as the 
Prudential Regulators’ pepoes 

The Commission seeks comment on 
all aspects of the proposed table-based 
approach. The Commission notes that 
the BCBS has recently adopted a new 
method for the purpose of capitalizing 
counterparty credit risk.®4 The 
Commission seeks comment on whether 
the BCBS’s recently adopted 
standardized approach would represent 
a material improvement relative to the 
proposed method that employs the net- 
to-gross ratio. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


F. Calculation of Variation Margin 


1. Means of Calculation 


Under the proposal, each CSE would 
be required to calculate variation margin 
for itself and for each covered 
counterparty using a methodology and 


83 BCBS/IOSCO Report at 13. 

84 See the Basel Committee on Banking 
Supervision, ‘‘The standardized approach for 
measuring counterparty credit risk exposures,” 
(March 31, 2014), available at Attp://www.bis.org/ 
publ/bcbs279.pdf. 


inputs that to the maximum extent 
practicable and in accordance with 
existing Regulation 23.504(b)(4) rely on 
recently-executed transactions, 
valuations provided by independent 
third parties, or other objective 
criteria.8> In addition, each CSE would 
have to have in place alternative 
methods for determining the value of an 
uncleared swap in the event of the 
unavailability or other failure of any 
input required to value a swap.®® 


2. Control Mechanisms 


The proposal would also set forth 
several control mechanisms.®” Each CSE 
would be required to create and 
maintain documentation setting forth 
the variation margin methodology with 
sufficient specificity to allow the 
counterparty, the Commission, and any 
applicable Prudential Regulator to 
calculate a reasonable approximation of 
the margin requirement independently. 
Each CSE would be required to evaluate 
the reliability of its data sources at least 
annually, and make adjustments, as 
appropriate. The proposal would permit 
the Commission to require a CSE to 
provide further data or analysis 
concerning the methodology or a data 
source. 

These provisions are consistent with 
international standards ®8 and the 
Prudential Regulators’ proposed rules. 
The Commission’s proposal, however, 
sets forth more detailed requirements. 
These requirements are consistent with 
an approach currently under 
consideration by an IOSCO working 
group, 

The Commission believes that the 
accurate valuation of positions and the 
daily payment of variation margin to 
remove accrued risk is a critical element 
in assuring the safety and soundness of 
CSEs and in preserving the financial 
integrity of the markets. The 
Commission believes that its experience 
with cleared markets &? coupled with 
the problems in the uncleared markets 
noted in section II.A. demonstrates this. 

The Commission believes that the 
proposed provisions avoid potential 
miscalculations and would allow the 
variation margin calculations to be 


85 Proposed Regulation § 23.155(a)(1) and 
Commission Regulation § 23.504(b)(4). 

86 Proposed Regulation § 23.155(a)(2). 

87 Proposed Regulation § 23.155(b). 

88 BCBS/IOSCO Report at 14-15. 

89 For example, in May 2000, a clearing member 
defaulted to the New York Clearing Corporation. A 
significant contributing factor was the lack of a 
rigorous settlement price procedure which allowed 
prices in an illiquid market to be mismarked and 
unrealized losses to accumulate. See Report on 
Lessons Learned from the Failure of Klein & Co, 
Division of Trading and Markets, Commodity 
Futures Trading Commission (July 2001). 


monitored and, thereby, forestall 
potential problems that could 
exacerbate a crisis. These measures are 
designed to be prudent safeguards to be 
used to address weaknesses that may 
only become apparent over time. 

The Commission seeks comment on 
all aspects of the proposed requirements 
for calculating variation margin. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


G. Forms of Margin 
1. Initial Margin 


In general, the Commission believes 
that margin assets should share the 
following fundamental characteristics. 
The assets should be liquid and, with 
haircuts, hold their value in times of 
financial stress. The value of the assets 
should not exhibit a significant 
correlation with the creditworthiness of 
the counterparty or the value of the 
swap portfolio.%° 

Guided by these principles, the 
Commission is proposing that CSEs may 
only post or accept certain assets to 
meet initial margin requirements to or 
from covered counterparties.?! These 
include: U.S. dollars; cash in a currency 
in which payment obligations under the 
swap are required to be settled; U.S. 
Treasury securities; certain securities 
guaranteed by the U.S.; certain 
securities issued or guaranteed by the 
European Central bank, a sovereign 
entity, or the BIS; certain corporate debt 
securities; certain equity securities 
contained in major indices; major 
currencies, and gold. 

These are assets for which there are 
deep and liquid markets and, therefore, 
assets that can be readily valued and 
easily liquidated. This list includes a 
number of assets that were not included 
in the 2011 proposal. This is responsive 
to a number of commenters who 
expressed concern about the narrowness 
of that list and the potential that there 
would be insufficient available 
collateral. 

The Commission notes that any debt 
security issued by a U.S. Government- 
sponsored enterprise that is not 
operating with capital support or 
another form of direct financial 
assistance from the U.S. government 


90 See BCBS/IOSCO Report at 16. 

* Proposed Regulation § 23.156(a)(1). 

92 Major currencies are defined in Proposed 
Regulation § 23.151. 
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would be eligible collateral only if the 
security met the requirements for 
corporate debt securities. 

The Commission also notes that 
eligible collateral would include other 
publicly-traded debt that has been 
deemed acceptable as initial margin by 
a Prudential Regulator.9? The Prudential 
Regulators have indicated that this 
would include securities that meet the 
terms of 12 CFR 1.2(d). That provision 
states that the issuer of a security must 
have adequate capacity to meet financial 
commitments under the security for the 
projected life of the asset or exposure. 

It further states an issuer has adequate 
capacity to meet financial commitments 
if the risk of default by the obligor is low 
and the full and timely payment of 
principal and interest is expected. For 
example, municipal bonds that meet 
this standard, as determined by a 
Prudential Regulator, would be eligible 
collateral. 

Under the proposal, certain assets 
would be prohibited from use as initial 
margin.°4 These include any asset that 
is an obligation of the party providing 
such asset or an affiliate of that party. 
These also include instruments issued 
by bank holding companies, depository 
institutions and market intermediaries. 
The use of such assets as initial margin 
could compound risk. These restrictions 
reflect the Commission’s view that the 
price and liquidity of securities issued 
by the foregoing entities are very likely 
to come under significant pressure 
during a period of financial stress when 
a CSE may be resolving a counterparty’s 
defaulted swap position and present an 
additional source of risk. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the securities subject to this 
restriction, and, in particular, on 
whether securities issued by other 
entities, such as non-bank systemically 
important financial institutions 
designated by the Financial Stability 
Oversight Council, also should be 
excluded from the list of eligible 
collateral. 

Counterparties that wished to rely on 
assets that do not qualify as eligible 
collateral under the proposed rule still 
would be able to pledge those assets 
with a lender in a separate arrangement, 
such as collateral transformation 
arrangements, using the cash or other 
eligible collateral received from that 
separate arrangement to meet the 
minimum margin requirements. 

Moreover, the Commission notes that 
the proposal would not restrict the types 
of collateral that could be collected or 
posted to satisfy margin terms that are 


93 Proposed Regulation § 23.156(a)(1)(ix). 
%4 Proposed Regulation § 23.156(a)(2). 


bilaterally negotiated above required 
amounts. For example, if, 
notwithstanding the $65 million 
threshold, a CSE decided to collect 
initial margin to protect itself against 
the credit risk of a particular 
counterparty, the CSE could accept any 
form of collateral. 

Except for U.S. dollars and the 
currency in which the payment 
obligations of the swap is required, 
assets posted as required initial margin 
would be subject to haircuts in order to 
address the possibility that the value of 
the collateral could decline during the 
period that it took to liquidate a swap 
position in default. The proposed 
collateral haircuts have been calibrated 
to be broadly consistent with valuation 
changes observed during periods of 
financial stress. 

Because the value of noncash 
collateral and foreign currency may 
change over time, the proposal would 
require a CSE to monitor the value of 
such collateral previously collected to 
satisfy initial margin requirements and, 
to the extent the value of such collateral 
has decreased, to collect additional 
collateral with a sufficient value to 
ensure that all applicable initial margin 
requirements remain satisfied.95 

The Commission seeks comment on 
all aspects of the proposed requirements 
for eligible collateral for initial margin. 
In particular, the Commission requests 
comments on whether the list should be 
expanded or contracted in any way. If 
so, subject to what terms and 
conditions? 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


2. Variation Margin 


The proposal would require that 
variation margin be paid in U.S. dollars, 
or a currency in which payment 
obligations under the swap are required 
to be settled.°© When determining the 
currency in which payment obligations 
under the swap are required to be 
settled, a covered swap entity must 
consider the entirety of the contractual 
obligation. As an example, in cases 
where a number of swaps, each 
potentially denominated in a different 
currency, are subject to a single master 
agreement that requires all swap cash 
flows to be settled in a single currency, 


95 Proposed Regulation § 23.156(a)(4). 
96 Proposed Regulation § 23.156(b). 


such as the Euro, then that currency 
(Euro) may be considered the currency 
in which payment obligations are 
required to be settled. 

The proposal is narrower than the 
2011 proposal which also permitted 
U.S. Treasury securities.°”7 This change 
is designed to reinforce the concept that 
variation margin is paid and to reduce 
the potential for disputes to arise over 
the value of assets being used to meet 
this margin requirement. This proposed 
change is consistent with regulatory and 
industry initiatives to improve 
standardization and efficiency in the 
OTC derivatives market. For example, in 
June of 2013, ISDA published the 2013 
Standard Credit Support Annex 
(“SCSA”’). The SCSA provides for the 
sole use of cash as eligible collateral for 
variation margin. The Commission 
supports this and other ongoing 
regulatory and industry efforts at 
standardization that improve 
operational efficiency and reduce the 
differences between the bilateral and 
cleared OTC derivatives markets. 

In this regard, the Commission notes 
that central counterparties generally 
require that variation margin be paid in 
cash. U.S. law applicable to cleared 
swaps is consistent with this practice. 
Section 5b(c)(2)(E) of the CEA requires 
derivatives clearing organizations to 
‘complete money settlements on a 
timely basis (but not less frequently 
than once each business day).’’ CFTC 
Regulation 39.14(a)(1) defines 
“‘settlement’’ as, among other things, 
“payment and receipt of variation 
margin for futures, options, and swaps.” 
CFTC Regulation 39.14(b) requires that 
“except as otherwise provided by 
Commission order, derivatives clearing 
organizations shall effect a settlement 
with each clearing member at least once 
each business day.” 

The Commission believes that this 
change from the 2011 proposal is 
appropriate because it better reflects 
that counterparties to swap transactions 
generally view variation margin 
payments as the daily settlement of their 
exposure(s) to one another. 
Additionally, limiting variation margin 
to cash should sharply reduce the 
potential for disputes over the value of 
variation margin. 

Under this proposed rule, the value of 
cash paid to satisfy variation margin 
requirements is not subject to a haircut. 
Variation margin payments reflect gains 
and losses on a swap transaction, and 
payment or receipt of variation margin 
generally represents a transfer of 
ownership. Therefore, haircuts are not a 


97 76 FR 23732 at 23747. 
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necessary component of the regulatory 
requirements for cash variation margin. 

The proposal is stricter than 
international standards which do not 
require that variation margin be in 
cash.°%8 It is the same as the Prudential 
Regulators’ proposal. 

The Commission seeks comment on 
all aspects of the proposed requirements 
for forms of variation margin. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


H. Custodial Arrangements 


The proposal sets forth requirements 
for the custodial arrangements for initial 
margin posted for transactions between 
CSEs and covered counterparties.99 
Each CSE that posts initial margin with 
respect to an uncleared swap would be 
mandated to require that all funds or 
other property that it provided as initial 
margin be held by one or more 
custodians that were not affiliates of the 
CSE or the counterparty. Each CSE that 
collects initial margin with respect to an 
uncleared swap would be mandated to 
require that such initial margin be held 
at one or more custodians that were not 
affiliates of the CSE or the counterparty. 

Each CSE would be required to enter 
into custodial agreements containing 
specified terms. These would include a 
prohibition on rehypothecating the 
margin assets and standards for the 
substitution of assets. 

The proposed rules are consistent 
with international standards except that 
international standards would allow 
rehypothecation under certain 
circumstances.!°° The proposal is the 
same as the Prudential Regulators’ 
proposal. The Commission also notes 
that the European Supervisory 
Authorities have proposed to prohibit 
rehypothecation.1°1 

The proposed approach is grounded 
in several provisions of section 4s(e) of 
the CEA. First, section 4s(e)(3)(A)(i) 
mandates that margin rules “help 
ensure the safety and soundness of 
[SDs] and [MSPs].”’ Maintaining margin 


%8 BCBS/IOSCO Report at 14-15. The 
international standards do not distinguish between 
initial margin and variation margin in discussing 
eligible assets. 

99 Proposed Regulation § 23.157. 

100 BCBS/IOSCO Report at 19-20. 

101 See ‘‘Draft Regulatory Technical Standards on 
Risk-mitigation Techniques for OTC-derivative 
Contracts Not Cleared by a CCP under Article 
11(15) of Regulation (EU) No. 648/2012,” pp. 11, 
42-43 (April 14, 2014). 





collateral at an independent custodian 
subject to specified terms protects both 
parties to a transaction by preventing 
assets from being lost or misused. In 
particular, a prohibition on 
rehypothecation enhances safety by 
avoiding the possibility that a margin 
asset will be lost because of the failure 
of a third party who was not a party to 
the original transaction. 

Second, section 4s(e)(3)(C) mandates 
that margin rules preserve “the financial 
integrity of the markets trading swaps” 
and “‘the stability of the United States 
financial system.’’ Maintaining margin 
collateral at an independent custodian 
preserves financial integrity and 
financial stability by preventing the 
same asset from supporting multiple 
positions. If an SD could take collateral 
posted by a counterparty for one swap 
and reuse it to margin a second swap 
with another SD, and that SD could, in 
turn, do the same, this would increase 
leverage in the system and create the 
possibility of a cascade of defaults if one 
of these firms failed. 

Third, section 4s(e)(3)(A) refers to the 
“greater risk’ to SDs, MSPs, and the 
financial system “‘arising from the use of 
swaps that are not cleared.” It mandates 
rules ‘appropriate for the risk”’ 
associated with uncleared swaps. 
Margin posted by customers to futures 
commission merchants (‘‘FCMs’’) and 
by FCMs to DCOs for cleared swaps is 
subject to segregation requirements.!°? It 
would be inappropriate to address the 
greater risk of uncleared swaps with a 
lesser standard. 

The proposed rules can be 
harmonized with section 4s(1) of the 
CEA which authorizes counterparties of 
an SD or an MSP to request that margin 
be segregated. As discussed above, 
covered counterparties pose risk to the 
financial system. The primary purpose 
of the proposed custodial arrangements 
is preservation of the financial integrity 
of the markets and the U.S. financial 
system although the arrangements will 
also have the effect of protecting 
individual market participants. Section 
4s(1) is not made superfluous by the 
proposed rules because it would still be 
available for financial end users with 
less than material swaps exposure, for 
financial end users that post initial 
margin in excess of the required 
amount, and for non-financial end users 
that post initial margin. Such entities 
would be posting margin, by agreement, 
with SDs or MSPs. Section 4s(l) would 
provide them with an opportunity to 
obtain additional protection if they 
desired. 


102 Section 4d(f) of the CEA. 


The Commission previously adopted 
rules implementing section 4s(1).1°% The 
Commission is now proposing to amend 
those rules to reflect the approach 
described above where segregation of 
initial margin would be mandatory 
under certain circumstances. The 
Commission is proposing three changes. 

First, the proposal would amend 
§ 23.701(a)(1) to read as follows: Notify 
each counterparty to such transaction 
that the counterparty has the right to 
require that any Initial Margin the 
counterparty provides in connection 
with such transaction be segregated in 
accordance with §§ 23.702 and 23.703 
except in those circumstances where 
segregation is mandatory pursuant to 
§ 23.157. (New language in italics.) 

Second, the proposa ‘a would amend 
§ 23.701(d) to read as follows: Prior to 
confirming the terms of any such swap, 
the swap dealer or major swap 
participant shall obtain from the 
counterparty confirmation of receipt by 
the person specified in paragraph (c) of 
this section of the notification specified 
in paragraph (a) of this section, and an 
election, if applicable, to require such 
segregation or not. The swap dealer or 
major swap participant shall maintain 
such confirmation and such election as 
business records pursuant to § 1.31 of 
this chapter. (New language in italics.) 

Third, the proposal would amend 
§ 23.701(f) to read as follows: A 
counterparty’s election, if applicable, to 
require segregation of Initial Margin or 
not to require such segregation, may be 
changed at the discretion of the 
counterparty upon written notice 
delivered to the swap dealer or major 
swap participant, which changed 
election shall be applicable to all swaps 
entered into between the parties after 
such delivery. (New language in italics.) 

The Commission seeks comment on 
all aspects of the proposed requirements 
regarding custodial arrangements. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


I. Documentation 


The proposal sets forth 
documentation requirements for 
CSEs.1°4 For uncleared swaps between a 
CSE and a covered counterparty, the 


103 Protection of Collateral of Counterparties to 
Uncleared Swaps; Treatment of Securities in a 
Portfolio Margining Account in a Commodity 
Broker Bankruptcy, 78 FR 66621 (Nov. 6, 2013). 

104 Proposed Regulation § 23.158. 
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documentation would be required to 
provide the CSE with the contractual 
right and obligation to exchange initial 
margin and variation margin in such 
amounts, in such form, and under such 
circumstances as are required by 

§ 23.150 through § 23.160 of this part. 
For uncleared swaps between a CSE and 
a non-financial entity, the 
documentation would be required to 
specify whether initial and/or variation 
margin will be exchanged and, if so, to 
include the information set forth in the 
rule. That information would include 
the methodology and data sources to be 
used to value positions and to calculate 
initial margin and variation margin, 
dispute resolution procedures, and any 
margin thresholds. 

The international standards do not 
contain a specific requirement for 
documentation. The requirements in the 
Prudential Regulators’ proposal are 
consistent with the Commission 
proposal but the Commission proposal 
contains additional elements. 

The Commission proposal contains a 
cross-reference to an existing 
Commission rule which already 
imposes documentation requirements 
on SDs and MSPs.1°5 Consistent with 
that rule, the proposal would apply 
documentation requirements not only to 
covered counterparties but also to non- 
financial end users. Having 
comprehensive documentation in 
advance concerning these matters 
would allow each party to a swap to 
manage its risks more effectively 
throughout the life of the swap and to 
avoid disputes regarding issues such as 
valuation during times of financial 
turmoil. This would benefit not only the 
CSE but the non-financial end user as 
well. 

The Commission seeks comment on 
all aspects of the proposed requirements 
for documentation. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


J. Implementation Schedule 


The proposed rules establish the 
following implementation schedule: 1°6 

December 1, 2015 for the 
requirements in § 23.153 for variation 
margin; 

December 1, 2015 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 


105 Commission Regulation § 23.504. 
106 Proposed Regulation § 23.160. 


margin for any uncleared swaps where 
both (i) the CSE combined with all its 
affiliates and (ii) its counterparty 
combined with all its affiliates, have an 
average daily aggregate notional amount 
of uncleared swaps, uncleared security- 
based swaps, foreign exchange forwards, 
and foreign exchange swaps in June, 
July, and August 2015 that exceeds $4 
trillion, where such amounts are 
calculated only for business days; 

December 1, 2016 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 
margin for any uncleared swaps where 
both (i) the CSE combined with all its 
affiliates and (ii) its counterparty 
combined with all its affiliates, have an 
average daily aggregate notional amount 
of uncleared swaps, uncleared security- 
based swaps, foreign exchange forwards, 
and foreign exchange swaps in June, 
July and August 2016 that exceeds $3 
trillion, where such amounts are 
calculated only for business days; 

December 1, 2017 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 
margin for any uncleared swaps where 
both (i) the CSE combined with all its 
affiliates and (ii) its counterparty 
combined with all its affiliates have an 
average daily aggregate notional amount 
of uncleared swaps, uncleared security- 
based swaps, foreign exchange forwards, 
and foreign exchange swaps in June, 
July and August 2017 that exceeds $2 
trillion, where such amounts are 
calculated only for business days; 

December 1, 2018 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 
margin for any uncleared swaps where 
both (i) the CSE combined with all its 
affiliates and (ii) its counterparty 
combined with all its affiliates have an 
average daily aggregate notional amount 
of uncleared swaps, uncleared security- 
based swaps, foreign exchange forwards, 
and foreign exchange swaps in June, 
July and August 2018 that exceeds $1 
trillion, where such amounts are 
calculated only for business days; 

December 1, 2019 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 
margin for any other CSE with respect 
to uncleared swaps entered into with 
any other counterparty. 

This extended schedule is designed to 
give market participants ample time to 
develop the systems and procedures 
necessary to exchange margin and to 
make arrangements to have sufficient 
assets available for margin purposes. 
The requirements would be phased-in 
in steps from the largest covered parties 
to the smallest. 

Variation margin would be 
implemented on the first date for two 
reasons. First, a significant part of the 
market currently pays variation margin 
so full implementation would be less 


disruptive. Second, the elimination of 
current exposures through the daily use 
of variation margin would be an 
effective first step in enhancing the 
safety and soundness of market 
participants and the financial integrity 
of the markets. 

The proposal is consistent with 
international standards except for the 8 
billion euro threshold, discussed above, 
that would apply starting Dec. 1, 2019 
under the international standards.1°7 
The proposal is the same as the proposal 
of the Prudential Regulators. 

The Commission requests comment 
on the costs and benefits of the 
proposed approach. Commenters are 
urged to quantify the costs and benefits, 
if practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


K. Request for Comment 


The Commission requests comment 
on all aspects of the proposed rules. In 
particular, as noted above, the 
Commission invites comments on the 
potential costs and benefits of each 
provision. Commenters are urged to 
quantify the costs and benefits, if 
practicable. Commenters also may 
suggest alternatives to the proposed 
approach where the commenters believe 
that the alternatives would be 
appropriate under the CEA. 


Il. Advance Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking on the Cross-Border 
Application of the Proposed Margin 
Rules 


A, Alternative Options 


Section 2(i) of the CEA 1°8 provides 
that the provisions of the CEA relating 
to swaps that were enacted by the Wall 
Street Transparency and Accountability 
Act of 2010 (including any rule 
prescribed or regulation promulgated 
under that Act, shall not apply to 
activities outside the United States 
unless those activities (1) have a direct 
and significant connection with 
activities in, or effect on, commerce of 
the United States or (2) contravene such 
rules or regulations as the Commission 
may prescribe or promulgate as are 
necessary or appropriate to prevent the 
evasion of any provision of this chapter 
that was enacted by the Wall Street 
Transparency and Accountability Act of 
2010. 

Section 2(i) provides the Commission 
with express authority over activities 
outside the United States relating to 
swaps when certain conditions are met. 


107 BCBS/IOSCO Report at 23-24. 


108 7 U.S.C. 2(i). 
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As discussed in part I.A. above, the 
primary purpose of the margin 
provision in section 4s(e) is to address 
risk to SDs, MSPs, and the financial 
system arising from uncleared swaps. 
Given the risk-mitigation function of the 
margin rules for uncleared swaps, the 
Commission believes that the rules 
should apply on a cross-border basis in 
a manner that effectively addresses risks 
to the registered SD or MSP. At the same 
time, it may be appropriate, consistent 
with principles of international comity 
and statutory objectives underlying the 
margin requirements, to allow SDs and 
MSPs to satisfy the margin requirements 
by complying with a comparable regime 
in the relevant foreign jurisdiction, or to 
not apply the margin requirements 
under certain circumstances. 

In this Advance Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, the Commission is 
considering three approaches to 
applying the margin requirements to 
Commission-registered SDs and MSPs, 
consistent with section 2(i): (1) A 
transaction-level approach that is 
consistent with the Commission’s cross- 
border guidance (‘‘Guidance 
Approach”’); 199 (2) the Prudential 
Regulators’ approach; and (3) an entity- 
level approach (‘‘Entity-Level 
Approach’’). The general framework for 
each of these approaches is described 
below. The Commission is not 
endorsing at this time any particular 
approach and invites comments on all 
aspects of the three approaches and 


welcomes any suggestions on other 
possible approaches. The Commission 
may propose and ultimately adopt one 
of the three approaches with 
modifications. 


1. The Cross-Border Guidance Approach 


Under the first option, the 
Commission would apply the margin 
requirements consistent with the Cross- 
Border Guidance. The Commission 
stated in the Guidance that it would 
generally treat the margin requirements 
(for uncleared swaps) as a transaction- 
level requirement. Consistent with the 
rationale stated in the Guidance, under 
this approach, the proposed margin 
requirements would apply to a U.S. SD/ 
MSP (other than a foreign branch of a 
U.S. bank that is a SD/MSP) for all of 
their uncleared swaps (as applicable), 
irrespective of whether the counterparty 
is a U.S. person 11° or not, without 
substituted compliance. 

On the other hand, under this 
approach, the proposed margin 
requirements would apply to a non-U.S. 
SD/MSP (whether or not it is a 
“guaranteed affiliate” 111 or an ‘‘affiliate 
conduit’ 112) only with respect to its 
uncleared swaps with a U.S. person 
counterparty (including a foreign branch 
of U.S. bank that is a SD/MSP) and a 
non-U.S. counterparty that is guaranteed 
by a U.S. person or is an affiliate 
conduit. Where the counterparty is a 
guaranteed affiliate or is an affiliate 
conduit, the Commission would allow 


U.S. person (other 
than Foreign Branch 
of U.S. Bank that is a | 
Swap Dealer or MSP) | 


Foreign Branch of 
U.S. Bank that is a 
Swap Dealer or MSP 


substituted compliance (i.e., the non- 
U.S. SD/MSP would be permitted to 
comply with the margin requirements of 
its home country’s regulator if the 
Commission determines that such 
requirements are comparable to the 
Commission’s margin requirements). 


For trades between a non-U.S. SD/ 
MSP (whether or not it is a guaranteed 
affiliate or an affiliate conduit) and a 
non-U.S. counterparty that is not a 
guaranteed affiliate or affiliate conduit, 
the Commission would not apply the 
margin requirements to such swaps. 

In the case of a foreign branch of a 
U.S. bank that is a SD/MSP, the 
proposed margin requirements would 
apply with respect to all of its uncleared 
swaps, regardless of the counterparty. 
However, where the counterparty to the 
trade is another foreign branch of a U.S. 
bank that is a SD/MSP or is a non-U.S. 
person counterparty (whether or not it 
is a guaranteed affiliate or an affiliate 
conduit), the Commission would allow 
substituted compliance (i.e., the foreign 
branch of a U.S. bank that is a SD/MSP 
would be permitted to comply with the 
margin requirements of the regulator in 
the foreign jurisdiction where the 
foreign branch is located if the 
Commission determines that such 
requirements are comparable to the 
Commission’s margin requirements).113 


Below is a summary of how the 


margin requirements would apply under 
the Cross-Border Guidance Approach. 


Non-U.S. person not 
guaranteed by, and 
| not an affiliate conduit 


Non-U.S. person 
guaranteed by, or 
affiliate conduit of, a 


OOo 


U.S. Swap Dealer or MSP (including an affil- 
iate of a non-U.S. person). 

Foreign Branch of U.S. Bank that is a Swap 
Dealer or MSP. 

Non-U.S. Swap Dealer or MSP (including an 
affiliate of a U.S. person). 





ANON oe oc sandexcantaicaaes | P28 ecccaseassutedeeecals 
ION i scsiestecebrtricisen | Substituted Compli- 

| ance. 
PO sess tacdetescastetes | Substituted Compli- 

| ance. 





U.S. person of, a U.S. person 
Sistah batentin | Apply 
Substituted Compli- Substituted Compli- 
ance. ance 
Substituted Compli- Do Not Apply 
ance. 








109 Interpretative Guidance and Policy Statement 
Regarding Compliance with Certain Swap 
Regulations, 78 FR 45292 (July 26, 2013) 
(‘‘Guidance’’). The Commission addressed, among 
other things, how the swap provisions in the Dodd- 
Frank Act (including the margin requirement for 
uncleared swaps) would apply on a cross-border 
basis. In this regard, the Commission stated that as 
a general policy matter it would apply the margin 
requirement as a transaction-level requirement. 

110 The scope of the term “U.S. person” as used 
in the Cross-Border Guidance Approach and the 
Entity-Level Approach would be the same as under 
the Guidance. See Guidance at 45316-45317 for a 
summary of the Commission’s interpretation of the 
term ‘U.S. person.” 

111 Under the Guidance, id. at 45318, the term 
“guaranteed affiliate” refers to a non-U.S. person 
that is an affiliate of a U.S. person and that is 
guaranteed by a U.S. person. The scope of the term 


“guarantee” under the Cross-Border Guidance 
Approach and the Entity-Level Approach would be 
the same as under note 267 of the Guidance and 
accompanying text. 

112 Under the Guidance, id. at 45359, the factors 
that are relevant to the consideration of whether a 
person is an “affiliate conduit” include whether: (i) 
The non-U.S. person is majority-owned, directly or 
indirectly, by a U.S. person; (ii) the non-U.S. person 
controls, is controlled by, or is under common 
control with the U.S. person; (iii) the non-U.S. 
person, in the regular course of business, engages 
in swaps with non-U.S. third party(ies) for the 
purpose of hedging or mitigating risks faced by, or 
to take positions on behalf of, its U.S. affiliate(s), 
and enters into offsetting swaps or other 
arrangements with such U.S. affiliate(s) in order to 
transfer the risks and benefits of such swaps with 
third-party(ies) to its U.S. affiliates; and (iv) the 
financial results of the non-U.S. person are 


included in the consolidated financial statements of 
the U.S. person. Other facts and circumstances also 
may be relevant. 

113 Under a limited exception, where a swap 
between the foreign branch of a U.S. SD/MSP and 
a non-U.S. person (that is not a guaranteed or 
conduit affiliate) takes place in a foreign 
jurisdiction other than Australia, Canada, the 
European Union, Hong Kong, Japan, or Switzerland, 
the counterparties generally may comply only with 
the transaction-level requirements in the foreign 
jurisdiction where the foreign branch is located if 
the aggregate notional value of all the swaps of the 
U.S. SD’s foreign branches in such countries does 
not exceed 5% of the aggregate notional value of all 
of the swaps of the U.S. SD, and the U.S. person 
maintains records with supporting information for 
the 5% limit and can identify, define, and address 
any significant risk that may arise from the non- 
application of the Transaction-Level Requirements. 
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2. Prudential Regulators’ Approach 


Under the second option, the 
Commission would adopt the Prudential 
Regulators’ approach to cross-border 
application of the margin 
requirements.!!4 Under the Prudential 
Regulators’ proposal, the Prudential 
Regulators would not assert authority 
over trades between a non-U.S. SD/ 
MSP "15 that is not guaranteed by a U.S. 
person and either a (i) non-U.S. SD/MSP 
that is not guaranteed by a U.S. person 
or (ii) anon-U.S. person that is not 
guaranteed by a U.S. person. The 
Prudential Regulators’ approach is 
generally consistent with the Entity- 
Level Approach described below, with 
the exception of the application of the 
margin requirements to certain non-U.S. 
SD/MSPs. 

However, the Prudential Regulators’ 
proposal in this regard would be 
consistent with the Commission’s Cross- 
Border Guidance Approach to margin 


Counterparty A 





requirements with respect to a trade 
between a non-U.S. SD/MSP and a non- 
U.S. person that is not guaranteed by a 
U.S. person. But under the definition of 
‘foreign covered swap entity” in the 
Prudential Regulators’ approach, a non- 
U.S. SD/MSP controlled by a U.S. 
person would not be a foreign covered 
swap entity, and thus, would not qualify 
for the exclusion from the margin 
requirement. In addition, the Prudential 
Regulators’ proposal incorporates a 
“control” test for purposes of 
determining whether a registered SD/ 
MSP (or in the Prudential Regulators’ 
proposal, a ‘‘covered swap entity’’) is 
not a “‘foreign”’ entity. 


3. Entity-Level Approach 


Under the third option, the 
Commission would treat the margin 
requirements as an entity-level 
requirement. Under this Entity-Level 
Approach, the Commission would apply 
its cross-border rules on margin on a 


Counterparty B 


firm-wide level, irrespective of whether 
the counterparty is a U.S. person.!?© At 
the same time, in recognition of 
international comity, the Commission is 
considering, where appropriate, to allow 
SDs/MSPs to satisfy the margin 
requirements by complying with a 
comparable regime in the relevant 
foreign jurisdiction, as described in the 
table below. This approach would be 
intended to address the concern that the 
source of the risk to a firm—given that 
the non-U.S. SD/MSP has sufficient 
contact with the United States to require 
registration as an SD/MSP—is not 
confined to its uncleared swaps with 
U.S. counterparties or to its uncleared 
swaps executed within the United 
States. A firm’s losses in uncleared 
swaps with non-U.S. counterparties, for 
example, could have a direct and 
significant impact on the firm’s 
financial integrity and on the U.S. 
financial system. 


Applicable requirements 


DAU SRB AMEONS «osc co ccestoe, vse cep acre esesennn. RD HIDONSIIN coche ciciinceatv ou novepetanstires deceeuse aosaseewucntans (All). 


Urs: 

2 MO TS HOSS ISN? a sue scerscuuscpsnssaccopixsesscetcnunt: Non U.S. person guaranteed by a U.S. person ... | U.S. (All) 
3. Non-U.S. SD/MSP guaranteed by a | U.S. person not registered as an SD/MSP. ............ U.S. (All). 

U.S. person. 
4. Non-U.S. SD/MSP guaranteed by a | Non-U.S. person guaranteed by a U.S. person ... | U.S. (All). 

U.S. person. 
MOS ROIS oi cd cca sosmecel tcstcacasors au donne Non-U.S. person not guaranteed by a U.S. per- | U.S. (Initial Margin collected by U.S. SD/MSP). 

son. | Substituted Compliance (Initial Margin collected 


6. Non-U.S. SD/MSP guaranteed by a 
U.S. person. 


7. Non-U.S. SD/MSP not guaranteed by 
a U.S. person. 

8 Non-U.S. SD/MSP not guaranteed by a 
U.S. person. 

9. Non-U.S. SD/MSP not guaranteed by 
a U.S. person. 

10. Non-U.S. SD/MSP not guaranteed by 





Non-U.S. person not guaranteed by a U.S. per- 
son. 


U.S. person not registered as an SD/MSP 


Non-U.S. person guaranteed by a U.S. person ... 


Non-U.S. SD/MSP not guaranteed by a U.S. per- 
son. 
Non-U.S. person not registered as an SD/MSP 





by non-U.S. person not guaranteed by a U.S. 
person). 

U.S. (Variation Margin). 

U.S. (Initial Margin collected by non-U.S. SD/ 
MSP guaranteed by a U.S. person). 

Substituted Compliance (Initial Margin collected 
by non-U.S. person not guaranteed by a U.S. 
person). 

U.S. (Variation Margin). 

Substituted Compliance (All). 


Substituted Compliance (All). 
Substituted Compliance (All). 


Substituted Compliance (All). 


a U.S. person. and not guaranteed by a U.S. person. 


B. Questions 


proposed rules relating to the cross- 


this exclusion is over- or under- 


In this Advance Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, the Commission requests 
comment on all aspects of these options 
to the cross-border application of the 
margin requirements. In particular, the 
Commission is interested in comments 
relating to the costs and benefits of the 
various approaches so that it can take 
that into consideration when developing 


114 See Section 9 of Margin and Capital 
Requirements for Covered Swap Entities, 12 CFR 
Part 237 (Sept. 3, 2014), available at http://www. 
federalreserve.gov/newsevents/press/bcreg/bcreg 
20140903c1.pdf. 


border application of the margin rules. 
Commenters are encouraged to address, 
among other things, the following 
questions: 

1. Under the Guidance Approach and 
Prudential Regulators Approach, certain 
trades involving a non-U.S. SD/MSP 
would be excluded from the 
Commission’s margin rules. The 
Commission seeks comment on whether 


115 Under the Prudential Regulators’ approach, if 
an SD/MSP is under the control of a U.S. person, 
it would not be considered a non-U.S. SD/MSP. 


inclusive, and if so, please explain why. 

2. Each of the options provides for 
substituted compliance under certain 
situations. In light of the equal or greater 
supervisory interest of the foreign 
regulator in certain circumstances, the 
Commission is seeking comment on 
whether the scope of substituted 
compliance under each option is 
appropriate. 


116 However, substituted compliance may be 
available under certain circumstances, as described 
in the Guidance for entity-level requirements. 
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3. The Commission is seeking 
comments on whether, in defining a 
non-U.S. covered swap entity, it should 
use the concept of ‘‘control,”’ in 
determining whether a covered swap 
entity is (or should be treated as) a non- 
U.S. covered swap entity. If the 
Commission uses a concept of control, 
should it be the same as that used by the 
Prudential Regulators, or should it be 
different? 

4. In the Commission’s view, it is the 
substance, rather than the form, of an 
agreement, arrangement or structure that 
should determine whether it should be 
considered a ‘“‘guarantee.”’ The 
Commission invites comment on how 
the term ‘‘guarantee”’ should be 
construed or defined in the context of 
these margin rules. For example, should 
the definition cover the multitude of 
different agreements, arrangements and 
structures that transfer risk directly back 
to the United States with respect to 
financial obligations arising out of a 
swap? Should the definition cover such 
agreements, arrangements and 
structures even if they do not 
specifically reference the relevant swap 
or affirmatively state that it does not 
apply to such swap? Should the 
definition cover agreements, 
arrangements and structures even if the 
other party to the swap terminates, 
waives, or revokes the benefit of such 
agreements, arrangements or structures? 

5. The Commission seeks comments 
on the costs and benefits of 
harmonization with the Prudential 
Regulators’ proposal. 

6. The Commission invites 
commenters to comment in particular 
on the benefits of each of the 
approaches with respect to the statutory 
goal of protecting the financial system 
against the risks associated with 
uncleared swaps. 

7. Given that some foreign 
jurisdictions may not adopt comparable 
margin requirements, the Commission 
seeks comment on the costs and benefits 
of not requiring substituted compliance 
in emerging markets with respect to 
certain transactions and what might be 
an appropriate threshold percentage of a 
swap portfolio of participants or other 
standard for a de minimis level. In 
particular, the Commission is seeking 
comment on potential competitive 
impacts. Commenters are encouraged to 
quantify, if practical. 

8. The Commission seeks comment, 
including quantitative estimates in 
terms of notional volumes of swap 
activity, about how the different cross- 
border alternatives may impact the 
competitive landscape between U.S. 
entities and non-U.S. entities 
participating in swap markets. 


Specifically, the Commission seeks 
quantitative estimates of costs of 
transacting uncleared swaps with each 
category of counterparties, and/or access 
specific geographical markets, under 
each of the different alternatives. 
Commission seeks quantitative 
estimates of such impact on the ability 
of the affected market participants (who 
might be unable to access specific 
markets or counterparties) to hedge their 
risks using uncleared swaps. As the 
proposed margins on uncleared swaps 
are designed to strengthen market 
integrity, the Commission seeks 
comments on potential impact of each 
of these alternatives on market 
participants’ business models and 
trading strategies that could potentially 
compromise this policy goal. 
Commenters are encouraged to quantify 
and provide institutional details. 

9. The Commission is seeking 
comments on how the different 
alternatives impact price discovery? 
Commenters are encouraged to quantify, 
if practical. For instance, will different 
cross-border alternatives impact the 
ability of different categories of market 
participants, as contemplated in these 
alternatives, to transact uncleared swaps 
with each other? The Commission seeks 
quantitative estimates of such impact on 
transacted volumes and the pricing of 
uncleared swaps. 

10. The Commission is seeking 
comments on the relative costs and 
difficulty of compliance associated with 
each of the three approaches. Is one of 
the approaches preferable to the others 
in this regard? 

11. The Commission is seeking 
comments on the impact of each of the 
three approaches on a SD/MSP’s risk 
management practices. 


IV. Related Matters 
A. Regulatory Flexibility Act 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(““RFA’’) requires that agencies consider 
whether the regulations they propose 
will have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities.117 The Commission previously 
has established certain definitions of 
“small entities” to be used in evaluating 
the impact of its regulations on small 
entities in accordance with the RFA.118 
The proposed regulations would affect 
SDs and MSPs and their counterparties 
to uncleared swaps. As the only 
counterparties of SDs and MSPs to 
uncleared swaps can be other SDs, 
MSPs or ECPs, the following RFA will 
only discuss these entities. 


1175 U.S.C. 601 et seq. 
118 47 FR 18618 (Apr. 30, 1982). 


The Commission previously has 
determined that SDs and MSPs are not 
small entities for purposes of the 
RFA.1!9 The Commission also 
previously has determined that ECPs are 
not small entities for RFA purposes.12° 
Because ECPs are not small entities, and 
persons not meeting the definition of 
ECP may not conduct transactions in 
uncleared swaps, the Commission need 
not conduct a regulatory flexibility 
analysis respecting the effect of these 
proposed rules on ECPs. 

Accordingly, this proposed rule will 
not have a significant economic effect 
on any small entity. Therefore, the 
Chairman, on behalf of the Commission, 
hereby certifies pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
605(b) that the proposed regulations 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. 


B. Paperwork Reduction Act 


The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(“PRA”) 121 imposes certain 
requirements on Federal agencies, 
including the Commission, in 
connection with their conducting or 
sponsoring any collection of 
information, as defined by the PRA. 
This proposed rulemaking would result 
in the collection of information 
requirements within the meaning of the 
PRA, as discussed below. The proposed 
rulemaking contains collections of 
information for which the Commission 
has previously received control 
numbers from OMB. The titles for these 
collections of information are 
“Regulations and Forms Pertaining to 
Financial Integrity of the Market Place, 
OMB control number 3038-0024” and 
“Swap Trading Relationship 
Documentation Requirements for Swap 
Dealers and Major Swap Participants, 
OMB control number 3038-0088.” 

The collections of information that are 
proposed by this rulemaking are 
necessary to implement section 4s(e) of 
the CEA, which expressly requires the 
Commission to adopt rules governing 
margin requirements for SDs and MSPs. 
If adopted, responses to this collection 
of information would be mandatory. An 
agency may not conduct or sponsor, and 
a person is not required to respond to, 

a collection of information unless it 
displays a currently valid control 
number. 


1. Clarification of Collection 3038—0088 


This proposed rulemaking clarifies 
the existing collection of information 
found in OMB Control Number 3038- 


119 See 77 FR 30596, 30701 (May 23, 2012). 
120 See 66 FR 20740, 20743 (April 25, 2001). 
12144 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. 
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0088.12? Regulation 23.151 defines 
terms used in the proposed rule, 
including the definition of “eligible 
master netting agreement,”’ which 
provides that a CSE that relies on the 
agreement for purpose of calculating the 
required margin must (1) conduct 
sufficient legal review of the agreement 
to conclude with a well-founded basis 
that the agreement meets specified 
criteria and (2) establish and maintain 
written procedures for monitoring 
relevant changes in the law and to 
ensure that the agreement continues to 
satisfy the requirements of this section. 
The term “eligible master netting 
agreement” is used elsewhere in the 
proposed rule to specify instances in 
which a CSE may (1) calculate variation 
margin on an aggregate basis across 
multiple non-cleared swaps and (2) 
calculate initial margin requirements 
under an initial margin model for one or 
more swaps. 

Proposed Regulations §§ 23.152(c) 
and 23.153(d) specify that a CSE shall 
not be deemed to have violated its 
obligation to collect or post initial and 
variation margin, respectively, from or 
to a counterparty if the CSE has made 
the necessary efforts to collect or post 
the required margin, including the 
timely initiation and continued pursuit 
of formal dispute resolution 
mechanisms, or has otherwise 
demonstrated upon request to the 
satisfaction of the Commission that it 
has made appropriate efforts to collect 
or post the required margin. 

Proposed Regulation § 23.154 
establishes standards for initial margin 
models. These standards include (1) a 
requirement that a CSE review its initial 
margin model annually (§ 23.154(b)(4)); 
(2) a requirement that the covered swap 
entity validate its initial margin model 
initially and on an ongoing basis, 
describe to the Commission any 
remedial actions being taken, and report 
internal audit findings regarding the 
effectiveness of the initial margin model 
to the CSE’s board of directors or a 
committee thereof (§§ 23.154(b)(5) (ii) 
through 23.154(b)(5)(iv)); (3) a 
requirement that the CSE adequately 
documents all material aspects of its 
initial margin model (§ 23.154(b)(6)); 
and (4) a requirement that the CSE 
adequately documents internal 
authorization procedures, including 
escalation procedures that require 
review and approval of any change to 
the initial margin calculation under the 
initial margin model, demonstrable 
analysis that any basis for any such 


122 See OMB Control No. 3038-0088, available at 
hittp://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/PRAOMBHistory 
?ombControlNumber=3038-0088. 


change is consistent with the 
requirements of this section, and 
independent review of such 
demonstrable analysis and approval 
(§ 23.154(b)(7)). 

Proposed Regulation § 23.155(b) 
requires a covered swap entity to create 
and maintain documentation setting 
forth the variation margin methodology, 
evaluate the reliability of its data 
sources at least annually, and make 
adjustments, as appropriate, and 
provides that the Commission at any 
time may require a covered swap entity 
to provide further data or analysis 
concerning the methodology or a data 
source. 

Proposed Regulation § 23.158 requires 
a covered swap entity to execute trading 
documentation with each counterparty 
that is either a swap entity or financial 
end user regarding credit support 
arrangements that (1) provides the 
contractual right to collect and post 
initial margin and variation margin in 
such amounts, in such form, and under 
such circumstances as are required; and 
(2) specifies the methods, procedures, 
rules, and inputs for determining the 
value of each non-cleared swap or non- 
cleared security-based swap for 
purposes of calculating variation margin 
requirements, and the procedures for 
resolving any disputes concerning 
valuation. The reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements of proposed 
Regulation § 23.158, proposed 
Regulations § 23.154(b)(4) through (7), 
and proposed Regulation § 23.155(b) are 
contained in the provisions of 
Commission Regulations 23.500 through 
23.506, which were adopted on 
September 11, 2012, and part of OMB 
Control No. 3038—0088.123 Thus, the 
requirements in this proposal that are 
subject to collection 3038-0088 were 
previously addressed by the 
Commission in adopting the swap 
documentation trading requirements 
and simply further clarified in this 
proposal. 

To be sure, Commission Regulation 
§ 23.504(b) requires an SD or MSP to 
maintain written swap trading 
relationship documentation that must 
include all terms governing the trading 
relationship between the SD or MSP and 
its counterparty, and Commission 
Regulation § 23.504(d) requires that 
each SD and MSP maintain all 
documents required to be created 
pursuant to Commission Regulation 
23.504. Also, Commission Regulation 
§ 23.502(c) requires each SD and MSP to 
notify the Commission and any 
applicable Prudential Regulator of any 
swap valuation dispute in excess of $20 


123 77 FR 55904 (Sept. 12, 2012). 


million if not resolved in specified 
timeframes. Accordingly, this proposed 
rulemaking, specifically the 
requirements found in proposed 
Regulation § 23.154(b)(4) through (7), 
proposed Regulations §§ 23.155(b) and 
23.158, would not impact the burden 
estimates currently provided for in OMB 
Control No. 3038-0088. 


2. Revisions to Collection 3038-0024 


Collection 3038-0024 is currently in 
force with its control number having 
been provided by OMB. The proposal 
would revise collection 3038-0024 as 
discussed below. 

Proposed Regulation § 23.154(b)(1) 
requires CSEs that wish to use initial 
margin models to obtain the 
Commission’s approval, and to 
demonstrate to the Commission that the 
models satisfy standards established in 
§ 23.154.124 These standards include (1) 
a requirement that a CSE receive 
approval from the Commission based on 
a demonstration that the initial margin 
model meets specific requirements 
(§ 23.154(b)(1)); (2) a requirement that a 
CSE notify the Commission in writing 
60 days before extending the use of the 
model to additional product types, 
making certain changes to the initial 
margin model, or making material 
changes to modeling assumptions 
(§ 23.154(b)(1)); and (3) a variety of 
quantitative requirements, including 
requirements that the CSE validate and 
demonstrate the reasonableness of its 
process for modeling and measuring 
hedging benefits, demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Commission that the 
omission of any risk factor from the 
calculation of its initial margin is 
appropriate, demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Commission that 
incorporation of any proxy or 
approximation used to capture the risks 
of the covered swap entity’s non-cleared 
swaps or non-cleared security-based 
swaps is appropriate, periodically 
review and, as necessary, revise the data 
used to calibrate the initial margin 
model to ensure that the data 
incorporate an appropriate period of 
significant financial stress 
(§ 23.154(b)(3)). 

The requirement of proposed 
Regulation § 23.154(b)(1) that a CSE 


124 The Commission previously proposed to adopt 
regulations governing standards and other 
requirements for initial margin models that would 
be used by SDs and MSPs to margin uncleared swap 
transactions. See Capital Requirements of Swap 
Dealers and Major Swap Participants, 76 FR 27,802 
(May 12, 2011). As part of the proposal, the 
Commission submitted proposed revisions to 
collection 3038-0024 for the estimated burdens 
associated with the margin model to OMB. The 
Commission is resubmitting new estimated burden 
as part of this re-proposal of the regulations. 
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must obtain the Commission’s approval 
to use an initial margin model by 
submitting documentation 
demonstrating that the initial margin 
model meets the standards set forth in 
§ 23.154, and the requirement that a CSE 
must provide the Commission with 
written notice 60 days prior to 
extending the use of the initial margin 
model to additional product types or 
making material changes to the model 
would result in revisions to the 
collection. 

Currently, there are approximately 
100 SDs and MSPs provisionally 
registered with the Commission. The 
Commission further estimates that 
approximately 60 of the SDs and MSPs 
will be subject to the Commission’s 
margin rules as they are not subject to 
a Prudential Regulator. The Commission 
further estimates that all SDs and MSPs 
will seek to obtain Commission 
approval to use models for computing 
initial margin requirements. The 
Commission estimates that the initial 
margin model requirements will impose 
an average of 240 burden hours per 
registrant. 

Based upon the above, the estimated 
additional hour burden for collection 
3038-0024 was calculated as follows: 

Number of registrants: 60. 

Frequency of collection: Initial 
submission and periodic updates. 

Estimated annual responses per 
registrant: 1. 

Estimated aggregate number of 
annual responses: 60. 

Estimated annual hour burden per 
registrant: 240 hours. 

Estimated aggregate annual hour 
burden: 14,400 hours [60 registrants x 
240 hours per registrant). 


3. Information Collection Comments 


The Commission invites the public 
and other Federal agencies to comment 
on any aspect of the reporting burdens 
discussed above. Pursuant to 44 U.S.C. 
3506(c)(2)(B), the Commission solicits 
comments in order to: (1) Evaluate 
whether the proposed collection of 
information is necessary for the proper 
performance of the functions of the 
Commission, including the information 
will have practical utility; (2) evaluate 
the accuracy of the Commission’s 
estimate of the burden of the proposed 
collection of information; (3) determine 
whether there are ways to enhance the 
quality, utility, and clarity of the 
information to be collected; and (4) 
minimize the burden of the collection of 
information on those who are to 
respond, including through the use of 
automated collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology. 


Comments may be submitted directly 
to the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs, by fax at (202) 395- 
6566 or by email at OJRAsubmissions@ 
omb.eop.gov. Please provide the 
Commission with a copy of submitted 
comments so that all comments can be 
summarized and addressed in the final 
rule preamble. Refer to the ADDRESSES 
section of this notice of proposed 
rulemaking for comment submission 
instructions to the Commission. A copy 
of the supporting statements for the 
collections of information discussed 
above may be obtained by visiting 
RegInfo.gov. OMB is required to make a 
decision concerning the collection of 
information between 30 and 60 days 
after publication of this document in the 
Federal Register. Therefore, a comment 
is best assured of having its full effect 
if OMB receives it within 30 days of 
publication. 


C. Cost-Benefit Considerations 


1. Introduction 


Section 15(a) of the CEA requires the 
Commission to consider the costs and 
benefits of its actions before 
promulgating a regulation under the 
CEA or issuing certain orders.125 
Section 15(a) further specifies that the 
costs and benefits shall be evaluated in 
light of five broad areas of market and 
public concern: (1) Protection of market 
participants and the public; (2) 
efficiency, competitiveness, and 
financial integrity of futures markets; (3) 
price discovery; (4) sound risk 
management practices; and (5) other 
public interest considerations. The 
Commission considers the costs and 
benefits resulting from its discretionary 
determinations with respect to the 
section 15(a) factors. 

The Commission recognizes that there 
is an inherent trade-off involved in 
setting minimum collateral standards. 
Such standards could increase margin 
requirements, which in turn would 
require market participants to post 
additional collateral. Posting additional 
collateral may result in opportunity 
costs in terms of lost returns from 
investing the funds in collateral, or in 
interest expenses incurred to raise 
additional funds. Such costs may reduce 
the investment returns for market 
participants posting collateral. On the 
other hand, minimum collateral 
standards help to mitigate counterparty 
credit risk. This is achieved by requiring 
market participants to post collateral 
that is sufficient to cover potential 
losses from default most of the time. 
The potential reduction in investment 


125 7 U.S.C. 19(a). 


returns for market participants posting 
collateral might also be offset to some 
degree by improvements in pricing as a 
result of the reduction in risk of the 
swap. The reduction in counterparty 
credit risk from the posting of collateral 
may result in tighter spreads quoted by 
liquidity providers.!2° From a regulatory 
perspective, minimum collateral 
standards introduce a trade-off between 
potentially lowering anticipated returns 
for market participants and lowering 
systemic risk from counterparty 
defaults. A substantial loss from a 
default might induce a cascade of 
defaults in a financial network, and 
perhaps, induce a liquidity crisis and 
the seizing up of parts of the financial 
system. In developing this proposal, the 
Commission has sought to reduce the 
potential lowering of investment returns 
of market participants by allowing them 
to use approved models to set margin 
collateral for certain swap transactions 
while still guarding against the dangers 
of systemic risk from counterparty 
defaults, along with other parts of the 
rule. 


2. Rule Summary 


This proposed rulemaking is a re- 
proposal of prior CFTC proposed 
rulemaking.127 It is the result of a 
working group consultation paper 
issued by BCBS-IOSCO on margin for 
OTC-derivative contracts not cleared by 
a CCP (uncleared derivatives).128 This 
proposed rulemaking would implement 
the new statutory framework of section 
4s(e) of the CEA, added by section 731 
of the Dodd-Frank Act, which requires 
the Commission to adopt capital and 
initial and variation margin 
requirements for certain SDs and MSPs. 
Generally, the proposed rule would 
require the exchange (collection, 
posting, and payment) of margin by SDs 
and MSPs for trades with other SDs, 
MSPs and financial end-users. Initial 
margin is required to be held at third- 
party custodians with no 
rehypothecation. These CSEs would not 
be required to collect margin from or 
post margin to commercial end-users. 

Generally, the CFTC’s margin rules 
will apply to a SD or MSP whenever 


126 Posting collateral for swap transactions may 
result in other changes in the relationship between 
the CSE and counterparty instead of just pricing 
terms of swap contracts. For instance, bank CSEs 
might lower the required minimum balance on 
checking accounts that counterparty maintain with 
the bank, instead. 

127 See 76 FR 23732 (April 28, 2011). 

128 Margin requirements for non-centrally cleared 
derivatives at http://www.bis.org/publ/bcbs261.pdf, 
September 2013. The proposed rule establishes 
minimum standards for margin requirements for 
non-centrally cleared derivatives as agreed by BIS 
and JOSCO. 
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there is no Prudential Regulator for that 
coverec swap entity.129 The CFTC’s 
margin rules will apply to swaps that 
are not cleared and that are executed 
subsequent to applicable compliance 
dates set out below, based on an entity’s 
level of uncleared swaps activity during 
a particular period. 

Generally, a CSE must collect IM from 
a counterparty that is (i) a swap entity, 
or (ii) a financial end-user with material 
swaps exposure ($3 billion notional 
during June, July and August of the 
previous year) in an amount that is no 
less than the greater of: (i) Zero (0) or 
(ii) the IM collection amount for such 
swap less the IM threshold amount ($65 
million—not including any portion of 
the IM threshold amount already 
applied by the covered swap entity or 
its affiliates to other swaps with the 
counterparty or its affiliates). 

Generally, a CSE must post IM for any 
swap with a counterparty that is a 
financial end-user with material swaps 
exposure (see above). A CSE is not 
required to collect IM from or post IM 
to commercial end-users. 

There are two general methods for 
calculating initial margin, the 
standardized approach and the model- 
based approach. Under the standardized 
approach, the CSE must calculate IM 
collection amounts using a table/grid 
that is set out in the proposed rule. 

The model-based approach calculates 
an amount of IM that is equal to the 
potential future exposure (‘‘PFE”’) of a 
swap or a netting set of swaps. PFE is 
an estimate of the one-tailed 99% 
confidence interval for an increase in 
the value of the swap over a 10 day 
period (i.e., VaR model for a 10 day 
period). The model-based approach 
must meet the following requirements: 
(1) The model must have prior written 
approval by the Commission; (2) a CSE 
must demonstrate that the initial margin 
model continuously satisfies the rule’s 
requirements; (3) a covered swap entity 
must notify the Commission in writing 
prior to making material changes to the 
model, such as: (a) Extending the use of 
the model to an additional product type; 
(b) making any change that results in 
material changes to the amount of IM; 
or (c) making any material changes to 
the assumptions of the model. The 
Commission may rescind its approval in 
whole or in part of an entity’s margin 
model at any time. 

The rules for variation margin are as 
follows: (1) On or before the business 
day after execution of an uncleared 
swap between a covered swap entity 
and a counterparty that is a swap entity 


129For this rulemaking, a swap entity is either a 
swap dealer or a major swap participant. 





or a financial end user, the covered 
swap entity must collect variation 
margin from or pay variation margin to 
the counterparty; (2) a CSE is not 
required to collect or pay variation from 
commercial end-users; and (3) a CSE is 
not required to collect, post, or pay 
margin unless and until the total 
amount of margin transfer to be 
collected or posted for an individual 
counterparty exceeds the minimum 
transfer amount. 

The eligible collateral for variation 
margin is cash funds denominated in (a) 
USD, or (b) a currency in which 
payment under the swap contracts is 
required. The eligible collateral for 
initial margin includes (subject to 
haircuts on value) financial instruments 
in various categories, including cash, 
Treasury securities, and various 
publicly traded debt and equity 
instruments. A CSE may not collect or 
post as initial margin any asset that is 
a security issued by (i) the party 
providing such asset or an affiliate of 
that party; (ii) various banking entities 
as listed in the proposed rule; or (iii) 
certain government-sponsored 
enterprises unless an exception applies. 

As defined in the rule, a financial 
end-user is any counterparty that is not 
a covered swap entity and includes, 
among others: (i) A commodity pool, 
commodity trading advisor and 
commodity pool operator (all defined in 
the CEA); (ii) a private fund (defined in 
Investment Advisers Act); (iii) an 
employee benefit plan, as defined in 
ERISA section 3; (iv) a person 
predominantly engaged in activities that 
are in the business of banking, or in 
activities that are financial in nature 
(defined in section 4(k) of the BHCA); 
(v) a person defined in (a)—(d), if that 
person organized under the laws of the 
U.S.; and (vi) any other entity that in the 
Commission’s discretion is a financial 
end-user. A non-financial end-user is 
any entity that is not a financial end- 
user or an SD/MSP. 

Generally, a CSE entering into a swap 
with a swap entity or a financial end- 
user with material swap exposure who 
posts initial margin to the counterparty 
must comply with the following 
conditions: (1) All funds posted as 
initial margin must be held by a third- 
party custodian (unaffiliated with either 
party in the swap); (2) the third-party 
custodian is prohibited from re- 
hypothecating (or otherwise 
transferring) the initial margin; (3) the 
third-party custodian is prohibited from 
reinvesting the initial margin in any 
asset that would not qualify as eligible 
collateral; and (4) the custodial 
agreement is legal, valid, binding and 


enforceable in the event of bankruptcy, 
insolvency, or similar proceedings. 

coommaee, a CSE entering into a swap 
with a swap entity or a financial end- 
user with a material swap exposure that 
collects initial margin from the 
counterparty must require the same 
conditions listed above for initial 
margin posted. 

Generally, CSEs must comply with 
the minimum margin requirements for 
uncleared swaps on or before the 
following dates. For variation margin, 
covered swap entities must comply by 
December 1, 2015. Initial margin is 
subject to a phased-in period. The 
compliance date is December 1, 2015 
when both (i) the CSE and its affiliates 
and (ii) its counterparty and its 
affiliates, have an average daily 
aggregate notional amount of uncleared 
swaps, uncleared security-based swaps, 
foreign exchange forwards and foreign 
exchange swaps for each business day 
in June, July and August 2015 that 
exceeds $4 trillion. The compliance date 
is December 1, 2016 when both (i) the 
CSE and its affiliates and (ii) its 
counterparty and its affiliates, have an 
average daily aggregate notional amount 
of uncleared swaps, uncleared security- 
based swaps, foreign exchange forwards 
and foreign exchange swaps for each 
business day in June, July and August 
2016 that exceeds $3 trillion. The 
compliance date is December 1, 2017 
when both (i) the CSE and its affiliates 
and (ii) its counterparty and its 
affiliates, have an average daily 
aggregate notional amount of uncleared 
swaps, uncleared security-based swaps, 
foreign exchange forwards and foreign 
exchange swaps for each business day 
in June, July and August 2017 that 
exceeds $2 trillion. The compliance date 
is December 1, 2018 when both (i) the 
CSE and its affiliates and (ii) its 
counterparty and its affiliates, have an 
average daily aggregate notional amount 
of uncleared swaps, uncleared security- 
based swaps, foreign exchange forwards 
and foreign exchange swaps for each 
business day in June, July and August 
2018 that exceeds $1 trillion. The 
compliance date is December 1, 2019 for 
any other covered swap entity with 
respect to uncleared swaps and 
uncleared security-based swaps entered 
into with any other counterparty. 


3. Status Quo Baseline 


The baseline against which this 
proposed rule will be compared is the 
status quo. This requires the 
Commission to assess what is the 
current practice within the swaps 
industry. At present, swap market 
participants are not legally required to 
post either initial or variation margin 
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when engaging in uncleared swaps. 
Nevertheless, for risk management 
purposes, many market participants 
currently undertake this practice. 

In determining the current market 
practices, the Commission utilized 
several sources of swaps market data. 
These sources include (i) the ISDA 
Margin Survey 2014 (“ISDA Survey’’), 
(ii) BIS’s Quantitative impact study on 
margin requirements for non-centrally- 
cleared OTC derivatives (‘‘BCBS/IOSCO 
Quantitative Impact Study”), and (iii) 
Swap Data Repository data (‘‘SDR 
Data”). Although the data the 
Commission is considering might not be 
complete, the Commission requests 
comments regarding whether there is 
additional data that it should consider 
when developing its baseline. 


a. ISDA Margin Survey 


A resource containing current market 
practice for uncleared swaps is the ISDA 
Survey.!%° The use of collateral 
agreements (those with exposure and/or 
collateral balances) is substantial. The 


ISDA Survey estimates that roughly 
90% of all global uncleared OTC 
derivatives trades have collateral 
agreements. 97% and 86% of global 
bilateral transactions involving credit 
and fixed income, respectively, are 
subject to collateral agreements or credit 
support annexes. The survey reports 
that the use of cash and government 
securities accounts for roughly 90% of 
uncleared global OTC derivative 
collateral, as has been the case in prior 
years. The total global collateral related 
to uncleared derivatives has decreased 
14% from $3.7 trillion at the end of 
2012 to $3.2 trillion at the end of 2013. 
The survey asserts that this decrease can 
be largely attributed to mandatory 
clearing requirements. 


b. BCBS/IOSCO’s Quantitative Impact 
Study 


Another source containing current 
market practices for uncleared swaps is 
the BCBS/IOSCO Quantitative Impact 
Study.!31 According to the Study, 
BCBS/IOSCO Quantitative Impact Study 


respondents have roughly €319 trillion 
(approximately $415 trillion) in total 
outstanding notional derivative 
positions, are collecting a total of 
roughly €95 billion (approximately $124 
billion) in initial margin and are posting 
roughly €6 billion (approximately $7.8 
billion) in initial margin. Hence, average 
margin represents about 0.03% of the 
gross notional exposure.” 132 The large 
difference between collected and posted 
margin reflects the fact that the BCBS/ 
IOSCO Quantitative Impact Study 
respondents tend to be large derivative 
dealers with large swap portfolios with 
transactions that on aggregate mostly 
offset, have substantial capital, and who 
have high credit ratings, this generally 
leads to lower margins. 

In light of the definition of potential 
future exposure in this proposal, it is 
useful to examine current practice. The 
table below, reproduced from the BCBS/ 
IOSCO Quantitative Impact Study 
provides some statistics on potential 
future exposure, and related industry 
practices. 


TABLE 4b—CURRENT MARGIN PRACTICES FOR UNCLEARED SWAPS 








Margin period of risk (or risk horizon) in days ... 


Confidence level (%) used 


Length of the look-back period (in years) used in calibration of model 


Level of initial margin as a percentage of potential future EXPOSUFE oo... eect cece etteeeeeeeeees 


Margin frequency (in days) Variation margin ..... 


Initial margin 







verge | Median | 







Number of 
respondents 





Respondents have provided information on initial margin frequency. Eight (8) of these respondents collect initial margin at deal inception. One 
(1) of them collects initial margin on an event-driven basis. The remaining 12 respondents collect initial margin daily. 


The Commission seeks comment on 
the representativeness of the BCBS/ 
IOSCO’s Quantitative Impact Study. 
How do the calculations in the BCBS/ 
JOSCO’s Quantitative Impact Study 
compare to the experience of financial 
institutions? Commenters are 
encouraged to quantify when possible. 





Interest Rates 
Credit 


130 See http://www2.isda.org/functional-areas/ 
research/surveys/margin-surveys. 

131 Bank for International Settlements, February 
2013, page 31, see http://www.bis.org/publ/ 
bcbs242.pdf. 


c. Estimates Using SDR Data 


Finally, the Commission reports 
aggregated data derived from data 
submitted to swap data repositories in a 
weekly swaps market report.!3% Open 
swap positions in credit and interest 
rates as of June 27, 2014 for CFTC 


OPEN SWAPS AS OF JUNE 27, 2014 
[Notional amount in US$ billions (double count)] 


132 Bank for International Settlements, February 
2013, page 31. See http://www.bis.org/publ/ 
bebs242.pdf. 

133 See http://www.cftc.gov/MarketReports/ 
SwapsHeports/index.htm. 


regulated CSEs (59 entities) are 
presented below. The table also 
includes total notional amount of swaps 
transacted by these entities in credit and 
interest rates during the period January 
to June 2014: 






Cleared 
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AGGREGATE NOTIONAL SWAPS TRANSACTION (JANUARY TO JUNE 2014) 


Interest Rates 
Credit 


The Commission notes that OCC’s 
Economic Impact Analysis for Swaps 
Margin Proposed Rule '44 has estimated 
that in year one, OCC-supervised 
institutions will have to post total initial 
margin of approximately $331 billion 
with approximately $283 billion in 
interest rate and credit swaps. Using 
annualized notional swaps activity for 
just interest rate and credit, and 
adopting a similar methodology to the 
OCC’s Economic Impact Analysis, the 
Commission estimates that the 59 CFTC 
regulated CSEs will have to post initial 
margin in year one of approximately 
$340 billion or possibly less as noted 
below. The OCC’s estimate and the 
Commission’s estimate are not based on 
the same data. The OCC’s estimates are 
based on transactions activity implied 
by the open swaps positions from Call 
Report schedule RC-L. The 
Commission’s estimates are based on 
transaction data reported to SDRs. To 
the extent SDR data includes financial 
end users without material swaps 
exposure, nonfinancial end users, 
sovereigns, and multilateral 
development banks who do not have to 
post collateral, the amount of required 
initial margin would be less than the 
Commission’s estimate of approximately 
$340 billion. Further, the amount of 
required initial margin will be lower as 
a result of the $65 million threshold, 
too. While the OCC has made certain 
assumptions regarding coverage of the 
swaps activity by its regulated entities 
during the different compliance dates, 
the Commission does not have access to 
relevant data to make similar estimates. 
The Commission’s initial margin 
estimates assume that uncleared swaps 
activities by CFTC regulated CSEs in 
these two asset classes will remain the 
same. These differences in approaches 
and the data sources means that the 
Commission’s estimates will likely have 
overstated the actual margins that will 
be posted in year one after enactment. 

The Commission points out that 
prudentially regulated CSEs, CFTC 
regulated CSEs, and SEC regulated CSEs 
will trade with each other. Thus, one 
cannot simply add the margin estimates 
by various regulators as this will double 
count the amount of initial margin 


134 See http://www.regulations.gov/ 
#!documentDetail;D=OCC-201 1-0008-0131. 


[Notional amount in US$ billions (double count)] 


collateral for swap transactions between 
differently regulated CSEs. The 
Commission seeks comment on how it 
should consider or allocate the common 
costs and benefits of the margin 
collateral that is required by more than 
one CSE regulator. Further, the 
Commission seeks comments on all 
aspects of its initial margin estimates 
and methods. Commenters are 
encouraged to quantify, if practical. 


4. Section 15(a) Factors 


a. Protection of Market Participants and 
the Public 


Margin helps to protect market 
participants from counterparty credit 
risk. It also helps to protect the public 
by lowering the probability of a 
financial crisis, because margin helps to 
impede or contain the risk of a cascade 
of defaults occurring. A cascade occurs 
when one participant defaulting causes 
subsequent defaults by its 
counterparties, and so on, resulting in a 
domino effect and a potential financial 
crisis. 

The derivatives positions of swap 
market participants are limited by their 
ability to post margin. If the ability to 
post margin is binding, then required 
margin may reduce swap market 
exposures for some participants. In 
many cases, reduced swap market 
exposure for a participant may lower 
their probability of default, all else 
equal. Further, when a swap participant 
defaults, the margin can be used to 
absorb the losses to the counterparty. 
This facilitates the non-defaulting party 
reestablishing a similar position with a 
new counterparty. 

In requiring daily variation margin 
payments, the proposed rule would 
require counterparties to mark-to-market 
all open swap positions. The process of 
marking swap contracts to market or 
model, forces participants to recognize 
losses promptly and to adjust collateral 
accordingly. This helps to prevent the 
accumulation of large unrecognized 
losses and exposures. Consequently, 
this frequent settling up may reduce the 
probability of default of the party who 
has been experiencing losses on the 
contract. The proposed rule however, 
requires a minimum payment amount of 
$650,000, which provides 
counterparties with operational relief. 


12,630 39,816 
1,362 5,717 


This minimum payment does not lower 
the amount owed, but permits deferral 
of margin exchanges until it is 
operationally efficient. In providing this 
relief the Commission believes that it 
will lower the overall burden on the 
financial system, but as a result of this 
amount being relatively small the 
Commission believes this deferral 
would not noticeably increase the 
overall risk to the financial system and 
the general public. 

The proposed rule also provides that 
initial margin must be held at a third- 
party custodian. The margin amount 
held there cannot be rehypothecated 
with both parties having access to the 
collateral. This access is designed to 
prevent a liquidity event, inducing a 
cascading event. With rehypothecation, 
the collateral of some parties may be 
linked or used as collateral posted for 
other positions—the same collateral is 
posted for many positions for many 
different entities, resulting in a 
rehypothecation chain. When a default 
or liquidity event occurs at one link 
along the rehypothecation chain, it 
might induce further defaults or 
liquidity events for other links in the 
rehypothecation chain, because access 
to the collateral for other positions may 
be obstructed by a default along the 
chain, which may result in a liquidity 
event along the entire chain. 

The cost of providing initial margin 
collateral reflects the cost of obtaining 
the assets used as collateral, which is 
either the cost of raising external funds, 
or the foregone income that could been 
earned had the firm invested in a 
different asset (opportunity cost). The 
effective cost is the difference between 
the relevant cost of obtaining eligible 
assets and the return on the assets that 
can be pledged as collateral. The 
effective cost will likely differ between 
entities and even desks in the same 
entity as well as over time as conditions 
change. At one extreme, it may be that 
some entities providing initial margin, 
such as pension funds and asset 
managers, will provide assets as initial 
margin that they already own and 
would have owned even if no 
requirements were in place. In such 
cases the economic cost of providing 
initial margin collateral is anticipated to 
be low. In other cases, entities engaging 
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in uncleared swaps will have to raise 
additional funds to secure assets that 
can be pledged as initial margin. The 
greater the costs of their funding, 
relative to the rates of return on the 
initial margin collateral, the greater the 
cost of providing collateral assets. It is 
difficult, however, to estimate these 
costs due to differences in funding costs 
across different types of entities as well 
as differences in funding costs over 
time, and differences in the rate of 
return on different collateral assets that 
may be used to satisfy the initial margin 
requirements. In addition, as a result of 
the fact that posting margin reduces the 
risk of default, the posting party could 
receive a benefit in the form of 
improved pricing of the swap or other 
beneficial changes to the relationship 
between the CSE and the counterparty. 
To the extent any such benefit is 
realized, it would offset a portion of the 
cost incurred in posting collateral. 

The Commission seeks comment on 
the appropriate cost or a proxy for the 
costs to posting collateral for CFTC 
regulated entities, recognizing that 
CFTC entities may have different costs 
for pledging collateral. The Commission 
also seeks comments on the quantitative 
impact of these proposed rules on the 
pricing of swaps or other changes in the 
relationships between CSEs and 
counterparties. 

The proposal also requires that 
variation margin be exchanged between 
covered swap entities and other swap 
entities and financial end-users. The 
Commission preliminarily believes that 
the impact of such requirements are low 
in the aggregate because: (i) regular 
exchange of variation margin is already 
a well-established market practice 
among a large number of market 
participants, and (ii) exchange of 
variation margin simply redistributes 
resources from one entity to another in 
a manner that imposes no aggregate 
liquidity costs. An entity that suffers a 
reduction in liquidity from posting 
variation margin is offset by an increase 
in the liquidity enjoyed by the entity 
receiving the variation margin because 
variation margin is posted with cash. 
The Commission notes that if the 
margin payments are not instantaneous, 
however, there may be a slight loss in 
liquidity while payments are being 
posted. 

Posting margin may discourage some 
parties from hedging certain risks 
because it is no longer cost effective for 
them to do so. Consequently, this may 
reduce liquidity for some swap 
contracts. This concern is mitigated 
somewhat by exempting non-financial 
end users from having to post margin. 
Furthermore, not requiring parties to 


exchange variation margin when the 
change in valuation is small enough, 
$650,000, achieves additional cost 
savings. The proposed rule will create 
additional demand for eligible collateral 
to post as margin. Some advocates have 
expressed concern regarding the future 
availability of eligible assets for market 
participants to post as margin; 13° 
however, in developing this proposal, 
the Commission has added additional 
types of financial instruments to the list 
of eligible collateral in an attempt to 
mitigate this concern. That being said, it 
is too early to tell the extent to which 
eligible collateral will become more 
expensive to obtain. Even if higher 
demand for collateral does increase the 
price of certain existing assets, the 
Commission surmises that markets for 
various forms of collateral will clear. 
Higher prices may create incentives for 
creators of high quality assets to supply 
more in the future. For instance, 
sovereigns and credit worthy 
corporations may find it advantageous 
to issue more debt; as demand increases 
for their debt, prices will rise with 
corresponding borrowing rates 
decreasing. In addition, mutual funds 
and hedge funds may be willing for a fee 
to lend out assets that they hold in their 
portfolios to be pledged as initial 
margin. Some financial intermediaries 
may set up services to transform other 
financial instruments into eligible 
collateral, too. 

According to the Committee on the 
Global Financial System, there seems to 
be sufficient eligible collateral at present 
and in the near term, as they noted that 
“Current estimates suggest that the 
combined impact of liquidity regulation 
and OTC derivatives reforms could 
generate additional collateral demand to 
the tune of $4 trillion. At the same time, 
the supply of collateral assets is known 
to have risen significantly since end- 
2007. Outstanding amounts of AAA- 
and AA-rated government securities 
alone—based on the market 
capitalization of widely used 
benchmark indices—increased by $10.8 
trillion between 2007 and 2012. Other 
measures suggest even greater increases 
in supply.” 136 As discussed above, 
there may be a reduction in the number 


135 See, for instances, Singh (2010), “Under- 
collateralisation and rehypothecation in the OTC 
derivatives markets,’ Banque de France Financial 
Stability Review (14); Sidanius and Zikes (2012), 
“OTC derivatives reform and collateral demand 
impact,” Financial Stability Paper (18); and Duffie, 
Scheicher, and Vuillemey (2014), ‘Central Clearing 
and Collateral Demand,” working paper, Stanford 
University. 

136 Committee on the Global Financial System, 
‘Asset encumbrance and the demand for collateral 
assets’, CGFS Papers, no. 49, May 2013, http:// 
www.bis.org/publ/cgfs49.pdf. 


of swap contracts due to the cost of 
posting margin. Indeed, this may be the 
case even if the cost of posting eligible 
collateral does not increase in price. 
Finally, the proposed margin rules will 
be phased in gradually. This gives 
regulators the ability to make 
adjustments, if necessary. 


b. The Efficiency, Competitiveness, and 
Integrity of Markets 


The proposed margin requirements 
make cleared swaps relatively more 
attractive. The Commission is requiring 
ten day initial margins for uncleared 
swaps and only five day margin for 
cleared swaps. In addition, the 
Commission is only allowing limited 
netting for uncleared swaps. All else 
equal, due to multilateral netting, less 
collateral may be required in a cleared 
environment relative to an uncleared 
environment. 137 

The Commission is allowing only 
limited netting for uncleared swaps. 
Limited netting may encourage 
participants to use a small number of 
counterparties for multiple swap 
transactions, because participants can 
only net swaps from those made with 
the same counterparty. This may 
encourage the concentration of risk 
among a few counterparties. However, 
these concerns may be mitigated 
somewhat by performing frequent 
portfolio compression exercises that 
facilitate multilateral netting. 

Another cost of the rules may be a 
reduction in the efficacy of hedging. 
Rules that make standardized swaps 
relatively less expensive may induce 
some entities to forego some customized 
swaps that may better match their 
exposures. However, before an entity 
decides to use a standardized swap over 
a customized uncleared swap, it must 
weigh the potentially lower margin 
costs from using standardized swaps 
against potentially losses from imperfect 
hedges. Consequently, market 
participants will still use customized 
swaps when they believe such swaps 
are superior for their hedging needs. 

All the market protection benefits 
discussed above may help to improve 
the integrity of markets, because they 
make it more likely that swap market 
participants will be able to perform on 
their contractual obligations. This 
comes with potential losses to 
participants who have to place their 
capital into margin and, hence 
potentially receive lower anticipated 
returns on their capital. 


137 Anderson and Joeveer (2014), ‘‘The Economics 
of Collateral,” working paper, London School of 
Economics. 
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The Commission has endeavored to 
harmonize this rulemaking with the 
domestic prudential regulators, as well 
as with foreign regulators. Two of the 
goals of harmonization are to satisfy the 
statute as well as to create a more level 
playing field thereby promoting fairer 
competition between entities regulated 
in different jurisdictions or by different 
regulators. Otherwise, regulatory 
arbitrage opportunities might be 
substantial. Price arbitrage occurs when 
an identical asset simultaneously has 
two different prices, so that an arbitrager 
may buy that asset where it is cheaper 
and sell it where it is more expensive to 
garner a risk free profit. Similarly, a 
regulatory arbitrager takes advantage of 
regulatory discrepancies by adapting 
activities so as to locate them in 
jurisdictions to increase the arbitrager’s 
regulatory profits (i.e., regulatory 
benefits minus regulatory burdens). 

The Commission is in discussion with 
domestic and foreign regulators on the 
material swap exposure threshold for 
financial end users to be required to 
post margin collateral. The Commission 
notes that some foreign regimes have 
proposed a higher threshold than $3 
billion. In addition, the Commission 
realizes that setting a threshold lower 
than another jurisdiction may result in 
some market participants conducting 
some swaps in the jurisdiction with a 
lower threshold. The Commission is 
required, to the maximum extent 
practicable, to harmonize with 
prudential regulators, and domestic 
regulators are endeavoring to harmonize 
with foreign regulators, as well. 
Therefore, the Commission expects to 
consider the relative benefits that might 
come from having consistent standards 
against those that might come from 
having different thresholds. The 
Commission is seeking comment on the 
costs and benefits of setting the 
threshold for material swap exposure for 
financial end users to be required to 
post margin collateral at various levels. 
In particular, commenters are 
encouraged to discuss competitive 
impacts and to quantify, if practical. In 
addition, the Commission is seeking 
comments on the costs and benefits of 
not fully harmonizing its rules with 
those of the prudential regulators. 
Commenters are encouraged to discuss 
the operational difficulties and to 
quantify, if practical. 

Inasmuch as larger banks tend to have 
a lower cost of capital than smaller 
banks, the posting of margin for 
uncleared swaps may result in a 
competitive advantage for larger banks 
when engaging in swaps, all else equal. 
Even though they are exempted from 
clearing as financial end users, small 


banks that have a material swaps 
exposure generally will have to post 
margin collateral when engaging in 
uncleared swaps with CFTC regulated 
CSEs. Thus, small banks may have to 
fund additional collateral to post as 
margin for uncleared swaps or engage in 
more Cleared swaps that require 
relatively less collateral to post. The 
Commission is seeking comment on the 
costs and benefits of requiring small 
banks with material swaps exposures to 
post collateral with CFTC regulated 
CSEs. Commenters may choose to 
recognize that under the prudential 
regulators’ proposal, small banks that 
have a material swaps exposure and that 
engage in swaps with prudentially 
regulated CSEs would have to post 
margin collateral for uncleared swaps, 
too. Further, commenters may also 
choose to recognize that the 
Commission is required to harmonize 
this rulemaking, to the maximum extent 
practicable, with the prudential 
regulators. Comments are encouraged to 
quantify, if practical. 


c. Price Discovery 


The Commission is requiring ten day 
initial margins for uncleared swaps and 
only five day margin for cleared swaps. 
In addition, the Commission is only 
allowing limited netting for uncleared 
swaps. Consequently, these rules 
promote the use of more standardized 
cleared swaps at the expense of more 
customized and opaque swaps. 

To the extent traders increase the use 
of standardized cleared swaps in 
response to these rules, it may lead to 
greater transparency, overall, in the 
swaps markets. Compared to uncleared 
swaps, standardized swaps’ prices tend 
to be more transparent and the price 
discovery process for such swaps may 
improve with higher volumes. 
Conversely, lower volumes for 
uncleared swaps may negatively impact 
the price discovery process for such 
swaps. However, the Commission 
believes that the potential reduction in 
the efficacy of the price discovery 
process for uncleared swaps is less of a 
concern, because the price-setting 
process for uncleared swaps is not 
conducted on a regulated platform or 
pursuant to rules requiring transparency 
and is therefore relatively opaque in the 
current environment, anyway. 

The Commission recognizes that 
another way the rules may affect price 
discovery is by promoting confidence in 
the market. As such, the margin 
collateral rules may protect, 
prophylactically, the price discovery 
process of some swap contracts in some 
circumstances. The rules might protect 
price discovery by reducing the 


frequency of trading interruptions in 
segments of the swap market due to 
credit risk concerns. This rulemaking 
might improve price discovery in these 
instances, because the presence of 
collateral mitigates credit risk concerns, 
and thereby allows these swap contract 
markets to remain functioning. In turn, 
this permits market participants to 
continue to observe the prices of these 


swaps. 

The Commission requests comment 
on potential effects of the rule on price 
discovery as well as on the relative use 
of cleared and uncleared swaps, and on 
whether particular types of market 
participants, including intermediaries 
such as regulated trading platforms, will 
be impacted differently by the rule. 
Commenters are urged to quantify the 
costs and benefits, if practicable. 


d. Sound Risk Management Practices 


Margin helps to mitigate the credit 
risk exposure resulting from swap 
contracts. Further, it is a sound practice 
to regularly mark to market or model to 
prevent the accumulation of 
unrecognized losses and exposures 
(through the exchange of variation 
margin). At the same time, requiring 
margin may help deter traders from 
taking advantage of the inherent 
leverage in certain swap transactions. 

The Commission is requiring ten day 
initial margins for uncleared swaps and 
only five day initial margin for cleared 
swaps. Thus, the rule may result in the 
use of more standardized cleared swaps 
at the expense of more customized 
swaps which may be harder to evaluate 
and risk manage; however, this may 
result in market participants using non- 
optimal hedging techniques, as noted 
above, which may increase overall risk 
at a firm. 

Prohibiting rehypothecation at third- 
party custodians when both parties have 
access to the collateral will be helpful 
in the time of default. Otherwise, a 
liquidity event might occur that induces 
a cascading event, in which the 
positions will be linked to other 
positions and counterparties. The policy 
of not allowing rehypothecation, 
however, requires that more collateral 
be available to post as margin. As 
discussed above, this does not seem to 
be a serious problem at present, but it 
might become one in the future. In 
addition, to protect parties against the 
circumstance when pledged collateral 
might be appropriated by the 
counterparty, margins must be held at 
third parties. Facilitating the use of 
more customized models might induce 
market participants to more thoroughly 
analyze the risks of their swap 
transactions, and may lead to better risk 
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management practices overall. The 
Commission is allowing various 
methods to model the amount of 
collateral required as initial margin for 
uncleared swap transactions, including 
Commission-approved standard models 
or more customized ones. 

In this proposal, the Commission has 
added flexibility to what constitutes 
eligible collateral, allowing participants 
in uncleared swap transactions to 
‘optimize’ their collateral inasmuch as 
they may reduce their opportunity cost 
losses from pledging assets with lower 
anticipated returns. This may result in 
market participants focusing on 
improving their margin and risk 
management practices. 


e. Other Public Interest Considerations 


The Commission has not identified 
any other public interest considerations. 


List of Subjects 
17 CFR Part 23 


Swaps, Swap dealers, Major swap 
participants, Capital and margin 
requirements. 


17 CFR Part 140 


Authority delegations (Government 
agencies), Organization and functions 
(Government agencies). 


For the reasons discussed in the 
preamble, the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission proposes to amend 
17 CFR chapter | as set forth below: 


PART 23—SWAP DEALERS AND 
MAJOR SWAP PARTICIPANTS 


@ 1. The authority citation for part 23 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 7 U.S.C. 1a, 2, 6, 6a, 6b, 6b—-1, 
6c, 6p, 6r, 6s, 6t, 9, 9a, 12, 12a, 13b, 13c, 16a, 
18, 19, 21. 


mw 2. Add subpart E to part 23 to read as 
follows: 


Subpart E—Capital and Margin 
Requirements for Swap Dealers and 
Major Swap Participants 


Sec. 

23.100—23.149 

23.150 Scope. 

23.151 Definitions applicable to margin 
requirements. 

23.152 Collection and posting of initial 
margin. 

23.153 Collection and payment of variation 
margin. 

23.154 Calculation of initial margin. 

23.155 Calculation of variation margin. 

23.156 Forms of margin. 

23.157 Custodial arrangements. 

23.158 Margin documentation. 

23.159 Compliance dates. 

23.160-23.199 [Reserved] 


[Reserved] 


§§ 23.100—23.149 [Reserved] 


§ 23.150 Scope. 

The margin requirements set forth in 
§ 23.150 through § 23.159 shall apply to 
uncleared swaps, as defined in § 23.151, 
that are executed after the applicable 
compliance dates set forth in § 23.159. 


§ 23.151 Definitions applicable to margin 
requirements. 

For the purposes of §§ 23.150 through 
23.159: 

Affiliate means any company that 
controls, is controlled by, or is under 
common control with another company. 

Bank holding company has the 
meaning specified in section 2 of the 
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 
U.S.C. 1841). 

Broker dealer means an entity 
registered with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission under section 15 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(15 U.S.C. 780). 

Control of another company means: 

(1) Ownership, control, or power to 
vote 25 percent or more of a class of 
voting securities of the company, 
directly or indirectly or acting through 
one or more other persons; 

(2) Ownership or control of 25 percent 
or more of the total equity of the 
company, directly or indirectly or acting 
through one or more other persons; or 

(3) Control in any manner of the 
election of a majority of the directors or 
trustees of the company. 

Counterparty means the other party to 
a swap to which a covered swap entity 
is a party. 

Covered counterparty means a 
financial end user with material swaps 
exposure, a swap dealer, or a major 
swap participant that enters into a swap 
with a covered swap entity. 

Covered swap entity means a swap 
dealer or major swap participant for 
which there is no prudential regulator. 

Cross-currency swap means a swap in 
which one party exchanges with another 
party principal and interest rate 
payments in one currency for principal 
and interest rate payments in another 
currency, and the exchange of principal 
occurs upon the inception of the swap, 
with reversal of the exchange of 
principal at a later date that is agreed 
upon at the inception of the swap. 

Data source means an entity and/or 
method from which or by which a 
covered swap entity obtains prices for 
swaps or values for other inputs used in 
a margin calculation. 

Depository institution has the 
meaning specified in section 3(c) of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 
U.S.C. 1813(c)). 

Eligible collateral means collateral 
described in § 23.157. 


Eligible master netting agreement 
means a written, legally enforceable 
agreement provided that: 

(1) The agreement creates a single 
legal obligation for all individual 
transactions covered by the agreement 
upon an event of default, including 
upon an event of receivership, 
insolvency, liquidation, or similar 
proceeding, of the counterparty; 

(2) The agreement provides the 
covered swap entity the right to 
accelerate, terminate, and close out on 
a net basis all transactions under the 
agreement and to liquidate or set off 
collateral promptly upon an event of 
default, including upon an event of 
receivership, insolvency, liquidation, or 
similar proceeding, of the counterparty, 
provided that, in any such case, any 
exercise of rights under the agreement 
will not be stayed or avoided under 
applicable law in the relevant 
jurisdictions, other than in receivership, 
conservatorship, resolution under the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 
U.S.C. 1811 et seq.), Title Il of the Dodd- 
Frank Act (12 U.S.C. 4617) or under any 
similar insolvency law applicable to 
U.S. Government-sponsored enterprises 
(12 U.S.C. 2183 and 2279cc); 

(3) The agreement does not contain a 
walkaway clause (that is, a provision 
that permits a non-defaulting 
counterparty to make a lower payment 
than it otherwise would make under the 
agreement, or no payment at all, toa 
defaulter or the estate of a defaulter, 
even if the defaulter or the estate of the 
defaulter is a net creditor under the 
agreement); and 

(4) A covered swap entity that relies 
on the agreement for purposes of 
calculating the margin required by this 
part: 

(i) Conducts sufficient legal review 
(and maintains sufficient written 
documentation of that legal review) to 
conclude with a well-founded basis 
that: 

(A) The agreement meets the 
requirements of paragraphs (1) through 
(3) of this definition; and 

(B) In the event of a legal challenge 
(including one resulting from default or 
from receivership, insolvency, 
liquidation, or similar proceeding) the 
relevant court and administrative 
authorities would find the agreement to 
be legal, valid, binding, and enforceable 
under the law of the relevant 
jurisdictions; and 

(ii) Establishes and maintains written 
procedures to monitor possible changes 
in relevant law and to ensure that the 
agreement continues to satisfy the 
requirements of this definition. 

Financial end user means 
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(1) A counterparty that is not a swap 
entity and that is: 

(i) A bank holding company or an 
affiliate thereof; a savings and loan 
holding company; or a nonbank 
financial institution supervised by the 
Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System under Title I of the 
Dodd-Frank Act (12 U.S.C. 5323); 

(ii) A depository institution; a foreign 
bank; a Federal credit union or State 
credit union as defined in section 2 of 
the Federal Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 
1752(1) and (6)); an institution that 
functions solely in a trust or fiduciary 
capacity as described in section 
2(c)(2)(D) of the Bank Holding Company 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1841(c)(2)(D)); an 
industrial loan company, an industrial 
bank, or other similar institution 
described in section 2(c)(2)(H) of the 
Bank Holding Company Act (12 U.S.C. 
1841(c)(2)(H)); 

(iii) An entity that is state-licensed or 
registered as: 

(A) A credit or lending entity, 
including a finance company; money 
lender; installment lender; consumer 
lender or lending company; mortgage 
lender, broker, or bank; motor vehicle 
title pledge lender; payday or deferred 
deposit lender; premium finance 
company; commercial finance or 
lending company; or commercial 
mortgage company; except entities 
registered or licensed solely on account 
of financing the entity’s direct sales of 
goods or services to customers; 

(B) A money services business, 
including a check casher; money 
transmitter; currency dealer or 
exchange; or money order or traveler’s 
check issuer; 

(iv) A regulated entity as defined in 
section 1303(20) of the Federal Housing 
Enterprises Financial Safety and 
Soundness Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 
4502(20)) and any entity for which the 
Federal Housing Finance Agency or its 
successor is the primary federal 
regulator; 

(v) Any institution chartered and 
regulated by the Farm Credit 
Administration in accordance with the 
Farm Credit Act of 1971, as amended, 
12 U.S.C. 2001 et seq.; 

(vi) A securities holding company; a 
broker or dealer; an investment adviser 
as defined in section 202(a) of the 
Investment Advisers Act of 1940 (15 
U.S.C. 80b—2(a)); an investment 
company registered with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission under the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 
U.S.C. 80a-1 et seq.). 

(vii) A private fund as defined in 
section 202(a) of the Investment 
Advisers Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80—b-— 
2(a)); an entity that would be an 


investment company under section 3 of 
the Investment Company Act of 1940 
(15 U.S.C. 80a—3) but for section 
3(c)(5)(C); or an entity that is deemed 
not to be an investment company under 
section 3 of the Investment Company 
Act of 1940 pursuant to Investment 
Company Act Rule 3a—7 of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
(17 CFR 270.3a—7); 

(viii) A commodity pool, a commodity 
pool operator, a commodity trading 
advisor, or a futures commission 
merchant; 

(ix) An employee benefit plan as 
defined in paragraphs (3) and (32) of 
section 3 of the Employee Retirement 
Income and Security Act of 1974 (29 
U.S.C. 1002); 

(x) An entity that is organized as an 
insurance company, primarily engaged 
in writing insurance or reinsuring risks 
underwritten by insurance companies, 
or is subject to supervision as such by 
a State insurance regulator or foreign 
insurance regulator; 

(xi) An entity that is, or holds itself 
out as being, an entity or arrangement 
that raises money from investors 
primarily for the purpose of investing in 
loans, securities, swaps, funds or other 
assets for resale or other disposition or 
otherwise trading in loans, securities, 
swaps, funds or other assets; 

(xii) A person that would be a 
financial entity described in paragraphs 
(1)(i)—(xi) of this definition if it were 
organized under the laws of the United 
States or any State thereof; or 

(xiii) Notwithstanding paragraph (2) 
of this definition, any other entity that 
the Commission determines should be 
treated as a financial end user. 

(2) The term “financial end user” 
does not include any counterparty that 
is: 

(i) A sovereign entity; 

(ii) A multilateral development bank; 

(iii) The Bank for International 
Settlements; 

(iv) An entity that is exempt from the 
definition of financial entity pursuant to 
section 2(h)(7)(C)(iii) of the Act and 
implementing regulations; or 

(v) An affiliate that qualifies for the 
exemption from clearing pursuant to 
section 2(h)(7)(D) of the Act. 

Foreign bank has the meaning 
specified in section 1 of the 
International Banking Act of 1978 (12 
U.S.C. 3101). 

Foreign exchange forward and foreign 
exchange swap mean any foreign 
exchange forward, as that term is 
defined in section 1a(24) of the Act, and 
foreign exchange swap, as that term is 
defined in section 1a(25) of the Act. 

Initial margin means collateral 
collected or posted to secure potential 


future exposure under one or more 
uncleared swaps. 

Initial margin threshold amount 
means an aggregate credit exposure of 
$65 million resulting from all uncleared 
swaps and uncleared security-based 
swaps between a covered swap entity 
and its affiliates, and a covered 
counterparty and its affiliates. 

Major currencies means 

(1) United States Dollar (USD); 

2) Canadian Dollar (CAD); 

3) Euro (EUR); 

4) United Kingdom Pound (GBP); 
5) Japanese Yen (JPY); 

6) Swiss Franc (CHF); 

7) New Zealand Dollar (NZD); 

8) Australian Dollar (AUD); 

9) Swedish Kronor (SEK); 

10) Danish Kroner (DKK); 

11) Norwegian Krone (NOK); and 

(12) Any other currency designated by 
the Commission. 

Market intermediary means 

(1) A securities holding company; 

(2) A broker or dealer; 

(3) A futures commission merchant; 

(4) A swap dealer; or 

(5) A security-based swap dealer. 

Material swaps exposure for an entity 
means that the entity and its affiliates 
have an average daily aggregate notional 
amount of uncleared swaps, uncleared 
security-based swaps, foreign exchange 
forwards, and foreign exchange swaps 
with all counterparties for June, July 
and August of the previous calendar 
year that exceeds $3 billion, where such 
amount is calculated only for business 
days. 

Minimum transfer amount means an 
initial margin or variation margin 
amount under which no actual transfer 
of funds is required. The minimum 
transfer amount shall be $650,000 or 
such other amount as the Commission 
may establish by order. 

Multilateral development bank means 

(1) The International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development; 

(2) The Multilateral Investment 
Guarantee Agency; 

(3) The International Finance 
Corporation; 

(4) The Inter-American Development 
Bank; 

(5) The Asian Development Bank; 

(6) The African Development Bank; 

(7) The European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development; 

(8) The European Investment Bank; 

(9) The European Investment Fund; 

(10) The Nordic Investment Bank; 

(11) The Caribbean Development 
Bank; 

(12) The Islamic Development Bank; 

(13) The Council of Europe 
Development Bank; and 

(14) Any other entity that provides 
financing for national or regional 
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development in which the U.S. 
government is a shareholder or 
contributing member or which the 
Commission determines poses 
comparable credit risk. 

Non-financial end user means a 
counterparty that is not a swap dealer, 

a major swap participant, or a financial 
end user. 

Prudential regulator has the meaning 
specified in section 1a(39) of the Act. 

Savings and loan holding company 
has the meaning specified in section 
10(n) of the Home Owners’ Loan Act (12 
U.S.C. 1467a(n)). 

Securities holding company has the 
meaning specified in section 618 of the 
Dodd-Frank Act (12 U.S.C. 1850a). 

Security-based swap has the meaning 
specified in section 3(a)(68) of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U.S.C. 78c(a)(68)). 

Sovereign entity means a central 
government (including the U.S. 
government) or an agency, department, 
ministry, or central bank of a central 
government. 

State means any State, 
commonwealth, territory, or possession 
of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, American 
Samoa, Guam, or the United States 
Virgin Islands. 

Subsidiary means a company that is 
controlled by another company. 

Swap entity means a swap dealer or 
major swap participant. 

Uncleared security-based swap means 
a security-based swap that is not cleared 
by a clearing agency registered with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission. 

Uncleared swap means a swap that is 
not cleared by a registered derivatives 
clearing organization, or by a clearing 
organization that has received a no- 
action letter or other exemptive relief 
from the Commission permitting it to 
clear certain swaps for U.S. persons 
without being registered as a derivatives 
clearing organization. 

U.S. Government-sponsored 
enterprise means an entity established 
or chartered by the U.S. government to 
serve public purposes specified by 
federal statute but whose debt 
obligations are not explicitly guaranteed 
by the full faith and credit of the U.S. 
government. 

Variation margin means a payment by 
a party to its counterparty to meet an 
obligation under one or more swaps 
between the parties as a result of a 
change in value of such obligations 
since the trade was executed or the 
previous time such payment was made. 


§ 23.152 Collection and posting of initial 
margin. 

(a) Collection—(1) Initial obligation. 
On or before the business day after 
execution of an uncleared swap between 
a covered swap entity and a covered 
counterparty, the covered swap entity 
shall collect initial margin from the 
covered counterparty in an amount 
equal to or greater than an amount 
calculated pursuant to § 23.154, ina 
form that complies with § 23.156, and 
pursuant to custodial arrangements that 
comply with § 23.157. 

(2) Continuing obligation. The 
covered swap entity shall continue to 
hold initial margin from the covered 
counterparty in an amount equal to or 
greater than an amount calculated each 
business day pursuant to § 23.154, ina 
form that complies with § 23.156, and 
pursuant to custodial arrangements that 
comply with § 23.157, until such 
uncleared swap is terminated or expires. 

(b) Posting—(1) Initial obligation. On 
or before the business day after 
execution of an uncleared swap between 
a covered swap entity and a covered 
counterparty that is a financial end user, 
the covered swap entity shall post 
initial margin with the covered 
counterparty in an amount equal to or 
greater than an amount calculated 
pursuant to § 23.154, in a form that 
complies with § 23.156, and pursuant to 
custodial arrangements that comply 
with § 23.157. 

(2) Continuing obligation. The 
covered swap entity shall continue to 
post initial margin with the covered 
counterparty in an amount equal to or 
greater than an amount calculated each 
business day pursuant to § 23.154, in a 
form that complies with § 23.156, and 
pursuant to custodial arrangements that 
comply with § 23.157, until such 
uncleared swap is terminated or expires. 

(c) Satisfaction of collection and 
posting requirements. A covered swap 
entity shall not be deemed to have 
violated its obligation to collect or to 
post initial margin from a covered 
counterparty if: 

(1) The covered counterparty has 
refused or otherwise failed to provide, 
or to accept, the required initial margin 
to, or from, the covered swap entity; and 

(2) The covered swap entity has: 

(i) Made the necessary efforts to 
collect or to post the required initial 
margin, including the timely initiation 
and continued pursuit of formal dispute 
resolution mechanisms, including 
pursuant to § 23.504(b)(4), if applicable, 
or has otherwise demonstrated upon 
request to the satisfaction of the 
Commission that it has made 
appropriate efforts to collect or to post 
the required initial margin; or 





(ii) Commenced termination of the 
uncleared swap with the covered 
counterparty promptly following the 
applicable cure period and notification 
requirements. 


§ 23.153 Collection and payment of 
variation margin. 

(a) Initial obligation. On or before the 
business day after execution of an 
uncleared swap between a covered swap 
entity and a counterparty that is a swap 
entity or a financial end user, the 
covered swap entity shall collect 
variation margin from, or pay variation 
margin to, the counterparty as 
calculated pursuant to § 23.155 and in a 
form that complies with § 23.156. 

(b) Continuing obligation. The 
covered swap entity shall continue to 
collect variation margin from, or to pay 
variation margin to, the counterparty as 
calculated each business day pursuant 
to § 23.155 and in a form that complies 
with § 23.156 each business day until 
such uncleared swap is terminated or 
expires. 

(c) Netting. To the extent that more 
than one uncleared swap is executed 
pursuant to an eligible master netting 
agreement between a covered swap 
entity and a counterparty, a covered 
swap entity may calculate and comply 
with the variation margin requirements 
of this section on an aggregate basis 
with respect to all uncleared swaps 
governed by such agreement. If the 
agreement covers uncleared swaps 
entered into before the applicable 
compliance date set forth in § 23.159, 
those swaps must be included in the 
aggregate for the purposes of calculation 
and complying with the variation 
margin requirements of this section. 

(d) Satisfaction of collection and 
payment requirements. A covered swap 
entity shall not be deemed to have 
violated its obligation to collect or to 
pay variation margin from a 
counterparty if: 

(1) The counterparty has refused or 
otherwise failed to provide or to accept 
the required variation margin to or from 
the covered swap entity; and 

(2) The covered swap entity has: 

(i) Made the necessary efforts to 
collect or to pay the required variation 
margin, including the timely initiation 
and continued pursuit of formal dispute 
resolution mechanisms, or has 
otherwise demonstrated upon request to 
the satisfaction of the Commission that 
it has made appropriate efforts to collect 
or to pay the required variation margin; 
or 

(ii) Commenced termination of the 
uncleared swap with the counterparty 
promptly following the applicable cure 
period and notification requirements. 
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§ 23.154 Calculation of initial margin. 

(a) Means of calculation. (1) Each 
business day each covered swap entity 
shall calculate an initial margin amount 
to be collected from each covered 
counterparty using: 

(i) A risk-based model that meets the 
requirements of paragraph (b) of this 
section; or 

(ii) The table-based method set forth 
in paragraph (c) of this section. 

(2) Each business day each covered 
swap entity shall calculate an initial 
margin amount to be posted with each 
covered counterparty that is a financial 
end user using: 

(i) A risk-based model that meets the 
requirements of paragraph (b) of this 
section; or 

(ii) The table-based method set forth 
in paragraph (c) of this section. 

(3) Each sonnet swap entity may 
reduce the amounts calculated pursuant 
to paragraphs (a)(1) and (2) of this 
section by the initial margin threshold 
amount provided that the reduction 
does not include any portion of the 
initial margin threshold amount already 
applied by the covered swap entity or 
its affiliates in connection with other 
uncleared swaps or uncleared security- 
based swaps with the counterparty or its 
affiliates. 

(4) The amounts calculated pursuant 
to paragraph (a)(3) of this section shall 
not be less than zero. 

(5) A covered swap entity shall not be 
required to collect or to post an amount 
below the minimum transfer amount. 

(6) For risk management purposes, 
each business day each covered swap 
entity shall calculate a hypothetical 
initial margin requirement for each 
swap for which the counterparty is a 
non-financial end user that has material 
swaps exposure to the covered swap 
entity as if the counterparty were a 
covered counterparty and compare that 
amount to any initial margin required 
pursuant to the margin documentation. 

(b) Risk-based Models—(1) 
Commission approval. (i) A covered 
swap entity shall obtain the written 
approval of the Commission to use a 
model to calculate the initial margin 
required in this part. 

(ii) A covered swap entity shall 
demonstrate that the model satisfies all 
of the requirements of this section on an 
ongoing basis. 

(iii) A covered swap entity shall 
notify the Commission in writing 60 
days prior to: 

(A) Extending the use of an initial 
margin model that has been approved to 
an additional product type; 

(B) Making any change to any initial 
margin model that has been approved 
that would result in a material change 





in the covered swap entity’s assessment 
of initial margin requirements; or 

(C) Making any material change to 
modeling assumptions used by the 
initial margin model. 

(iv) The Commission may rescind its 
approval of the use of any initial margin 
model, in whole or in part, or may 
impose additional conditions or 
requirements if the Commission 
determines, in its sole discretion, that 
the model no longer complies with this 
section. 

(2) Applicability to multiple swaps. 
To the extent that more than one 
uncleared swap is executed pursuant to 
an eligible master netting agreement 
between a covered swap entity and a 
covered counterparty, a covered swap 
entity may use its initial margin model 
to calculate and comply with the initial 
margin requirements on an aggregate 
basis with respect to all uncleared 
swaps governed by such agreement. If 
the agreement covers uncleared swaps 
entered into before the applicable 
compliance date, those swaps must be 
included in the aggregate in the initial 
margin model for the purposes of 
calculating and complying with the 
initial margin requirements. 

(3) Elements of the model. (i) The 
model shall calculate an amount of 
initial margin that is equal to the 
potential future exposure of the 
uncleared swap or netting set of 
uncleared swaps covered by an eligible 
master netting agreement. Potential 
future exposure is an estimate of the 
one-tailed 99 percent confidence 
interval for an increase in the value of 
the uncleared swap or netting set of 
uncleared swaps due to an 
instantaneous price shock that is 
equivalent to a movement in all material 
underlying risk factors, including 
prices, rates, and spreads, over a 
holding period equal to the shorter of 
ten business days or the maturity of the 
swap. 

(ii) All data used to calibrate the 
model shall be based on an equally 
weighted historical observation period 
of at least one year and not more than 
five years and must incorporate a period 
of significant financial stress for each 
broad asset class that is appropriate to 
the uncleared swaps to which the initial 
margin model is applied. 

(iii) The model shall use risk factors 
sufficient to measure all material price 
risks inherent in the transactions for 
which initial margin is being calculated. 
The risk categories shall include, but 
should not be limited to, foreign 
exchange or interest rate risk, credit 
risk, equity risk, agricultural commodity 
risk, energy commodity risk, metal 
commodity risk, and other commodity 


risk, as appropriate. For material 
exposures in significant currencies and 
markets, modeling techniques shall 
capture spread and basis risk and shall 
incorporate a sufficient number of 
segments of the yield curve to capture 
differences in volatility and imperfect 
correlation of rates along the yield 
curve. 

(iv) In the case of an uncleared cross- 
currency swap, the model need not 
recognize any risks or risk factors 
associated with the fixed, physically- 
settled foreign exchange transactions 
associated with the exchange of 
principal embedded in the cross- 
currency swap. The model shall 
recognize all material risks and risk 
factors associated with all other 
payments and cash flows that occur 
during the life of the uncleared cross- 
currency swa 

(v) The Ke may calculate initial 
margin for an uncleared swap or netting 
set of uncleared swaps covered by an 
eligible master netting agreement. It may 
reflect offsetting exposures, 
diversification, and other hedging 
benefits for uncleared swaps that are 
governed by the same eligible master 
netting agreement by incorporating 
empirical correlations within the 
following broad risk categories, 
provided the covered swap entity 
validates and demonstrates the 
reasonableness of its process for 
modeling and measuring hedging 
benefits: agriculture, credit, energy, 
equity, foreign exchange/interest rate, 
metals, and other. Empirical 
correlations under an eligible master 
netting agreement may be recognized by 
the model within each broad risk 
category, but not across broad risk 
categories. 

(vi) If the model does not explicitly 
reflect offsetting exposures, 
diversification, and hedging benefits 
between subsets of uncleared swaps 
within a broad risk category, the 
covered swap entity shall calculate an 
amount of initial margin separately for 
each subset of uncleared swaps for 
which offsetting exposures, 
diversification, and other hedging 
benefits are explicitly recognized by the 
model. The sum of the initial margin 
amounts calculated for each subset of 
uncleared swaps within a broad risk 
category shall be used to determine the 
aggregate initial margin due from the 
counterparty for the portfolio of 
uncleared swaps within the broad risk 
category. 

(vii) The sum of the initial margins 
calculated for each broad risk category 
shall be used to determine the aggregate 
initial margin due from the 
counterparty. 
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(viii) The model shall not permit the 
calculation of any initial margin amount 
to be offset by, or otherwise take into 
account, any initial margin that may be 
owed or otherwise payable by the 
covered swap entity to the counterparty. 

(ix) The model shall include all 
material risks arising from the nonlinear 
price characteristics of option positions 
or positions with embedded optionality 
and the sensitivity of the market value 
of the positions to changes in the 
volatility of the underlying rates, prices, 
or other material risk factors. 

(x) The covered swap entity shall not 
omit any risk factor from the calculation 
of its initial margin that the covered 
swap entity uses in its model unless it 
has first demonstrated to the satisfaction 
of the Commission that such omission is 
appropriate. 

xi) The covered swap entity shall not 
incorporate any proxy or approximation 
used to capture the risks of the covered 
swap entity’s actual swaps unless it has 
first demonstrated to the satisfaction of 
the Commission that such proxy or 
approximation is appropriate. 

(xii) The ae entity shall 
have a rigorous and well-defined 
process for re-estimating, re-evaluating, 
and updating its internal models to 
ensure continued applicability and 
relevance. 

(xiii) The covered swap entity shall 
review and, as necessary, revise the data 
used to calibrate the model at least 
monthly, and more frequently as market 
conditions warrant, ensuring that the 
data incorporate a period of significant 
financial stress appropriate to the 
uncleared swaps to which the model is 
applied. 

xiv) The level of sophistication of the 
initial margin model shall be 
commensurate with the complexity of 
the swaps to which it is applied. In 
calculating an initial margin amount, 
the model may make use of any of the 
generally accepted approaches for 
modeling the risk of a single instrument 
or portfolio of instruments. 

ne The Commission may in its sole 
discretion require a covered swap entity 
using a model to collect a greater 
amount of initial margin than that 
determined by the covered swap entity’s 
model if the Commission determines 
that the additional collateral is 
appropriate due to the nature, structure, 
or characteristics of the covered swap 
entity’s transactions or is commensurate 
with the risks associated with the 
transaction. 

(4) Periodic review. A covered swap 
entity shall periodically, but no less 
frequently than annually, review its 
model in light of developments in 
financial markets and modeling 


technologies, and enhance the model as 
appropriate to ensure that it continues 
to meet the requirements for approval in 
this section. 

(5) Control, oversight, and validation 
mechanisms. (i) The covered swap 
entity shall maintain a risk management 
unit in accordance with § 23.600(c)(4)(i) 
that is independent from the business 
trading unit (as defined in § 23.600). 

(ii) The covered swap entity’s risk 
control unit shall validate its model 
prior to implementation and on an 
ongoing basis. The covered swap 
entity’s validation process shall be 
independent of the development, 
implementation, and operation of the 
model, or the validation process shall be 
subject to an independent review of its 
adequacy and effectiveness. The 
validation process shall include: 

(A) An evaluation of the conceptual 
soundness of (including developmental 
evidence supporting) the model; 

(B) An ongoing monitoring process 
that includes verification of processes 
and benchmarking by comparing the 
covered swap entity’s model outputs 
(estimation of initial margin) with 
relevant alternative internal and 
external data sources or estimation 
techniques including benchmarking 
against observable margin standards to 
ensure that the initial margin is not less 
than what a derivatives clearing 
organization would require for similar 
cleared transactions; and 

(C) An outcomes analysis process that 
includes back testing the model. 

(iii) If the validation process reveals 
any material problems with the model, 
the covered swap entity shall notify the 
Commission of the problems, describe 
to the Commission any remedial actions 
being taken, and adjust the model to 
insure an appropriately conservative 
amount of required initial margin is 
being calculated. 

(iv) In accordance with § 23.600(e)(2), 
the covered swap entity shall have an 
internal audit function independent of 
the business trading unit and the risk 
management unit that at least annually 
assesses the effectiveness of the controls 
supporting the model measurement 
systems, including the activities of the 
business trading units and risk control 
unit, compliance with policies and 
procedures, and calculation of the 
covered swap entity’s initial margin 
requirements under this part. At least 
annually, the internal audit function 
shall report its findings to the covered 
swap entity’s governing body, senior 
management, and chief compliance 
officer. 

(6) Documentation. The covered swap 
entity shall adequately document all 
material aspects of its model, including 


management and valuation of uncleared 
swaps to which it applies, the control, 
oversight, and validation of the model, 
any review processes and the results of 
such processes. 

(7) Escalation procedures. The 
covered swap entity must adequately 
document authorization procedures, 
including escalation procedures that 
require review and approval of any 
change to the initial margin calculation 
under the model, demonstrable analysis 
that any basis for any such change is 
consistent with the requirements of this 
section, and independent review of such 
demonstrable analysis and approval. 

(c) Table-based method. If a model 
meeting the standards set forth in 
paragraph (b) of this section is not used, 
initial margin shall be calculated in 
accordance with this paragraph. 

(1) Standardized initial margin 
schedule. 





Initial margin 
requirement 
Asset class (% of notional 
exposure) 

Credit: 0-2 year duration ...... 2 
Credit: 2-5 year duration ...... 5 
Credit: 5+ year duration ....... 10 
CONTINU sas scsccsiciscdcacsisvedaas 15 
POR i cciessi tri mcacsaaienas 15 
Foreign Exchange/Currency 6 
Cross Currency Swaps: 0-2 

year duration .......... cee 1 
Cross Currency Swaps: 2-5 

Var Gtralion: ........<..-<0000.-.. 2 
Cross currency Swaps: 5+ 

year duration .............. 4 
Interest Rate: 0-2 year dura- 

MR rasa costa hceaseccasnacdapanancas 1 
Interest Rate: 2-5 year dura- 

NOG a sicdcebdacezandanseatisisianasexaes 2 
Interest Rate: 5+ year dura- 

NOM ela eacacsecnsavasteeses Coacesisivcs 4 
CHI sas aise ess sintereeeiass 15 





(2) Net to gross ratio adjustment. (i) 
For multiple uncleared swaps subject to 
an eligible master netting agreement, the 
initial margin amount under the 
standardized table shall be computed 
according to this paragraph. 

(ii) Initial Margin = 0.4 x Gross Initial 
Margin + 0.6 x Net-to-Gross Ratio x 
Gross Initial Margin, where 

(A) Gross Initial Margin = the sum of 
the product of each uncleared swap’s 
effective notional amount and the gross 
initial margin requirement for all 
uncleared swaps subject to the eligible 
master netting agreement; 

(B) Net-to-Gross Ratio = the ratio of 
the net current replacement cost to the 
gross current replacement cost; 

(C) Gross Current Replacement cost = 
the sum of the replacement cost for each 
uncleared swap subject to the eligible 
master netting agreement for which the 
cost is positive; and 
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(D) Net Current Replacement Cost = 
the total replacement cost for all 
uncleared swaps subject to the eligible 
master netting agreement. 


§ 23.155 Calculation of variation margin. 

(a) Means of calculation. (1) Each 
business day each covered swap entity 
shall calculate variation margin for itself 
and for each counterparty that is a swap 
entity or a financial end user using a 
methodology and inputs that to the 
maximum extent practicable rely on 
recently-executed transactions, 
valuations provided by independent 
third parties, or other objective criteria. 

(2) Each covered swap entity shall 
have in place alternative methods for 
determining the value of an uncleared 
swap in the event of the unavailability 
or other failure of any input required to 
value a swap. 

(3) For risk management purposes, 
each business day each covered swap 
entity shall calculate a hypothetical 
variation margin requirement for each 
swap for which the counterparty is a 
non-financial end user that has material 
swaps exposure to the covered 
counterparty as if the counterparty were 
a covered swap entity and compare that 
amount to any variation margin required 
pursuant to the margin documentation. 

(b) Control mechanisms. (1) Each 
covered swap entity shall create and 
maintain documentation setting forth 
the variation methodology with 
sufficient specificity to allow the 
counterparty, the Commission, and any 
applicable prudential regulator to 
calculate a reasonable approximation of 
the margin requirement independently. 

(2) Each covered swap entity shall 
evaluate the reliability of its data 
sources at least annually, and make 
adjustments, as appropriate. 

(3) The Commission at any time may 
require a covered swap entity to provide 
further data or analysis concerning the 
methodology or a data source, 
including: 

(i) An explanation of the manner in 
which the methodology meets the 
requirements of this section; 

(ii) A description of the mechanics of 
the methodology; 

(iii) The theoretical basis of the 
methodology; 

(iv) The empirical support for the 
methodology; and 

(v) The empirical support for the 
assessment of the data sources. 


§ 23.156 Forms of margin. 

(a) Initial margin—(1) Eligible 
collateral. A covered swap entity shall 
collect and post as initial margin for 
trades with a covered counterparty only 
the following assets: 


(i) U.S. dollars; 

(ii) A major currency; 

(iii) A currency in which payment 
obligations under the swap are required 
to be settled; 

(iv) A security that is issued by, or 
unconditionally guaranteed as to the 
timely payment of principal and interest 
by, the U.S. Department of Treasury; 

(v) A security that is issued by, or 
unconditionally guaranteed as to the 
timely payment of principal and interest 
by, a U.S. government agency (other 
than the U.S. Department of Treasury) 
whose obligations are fully guaranteed 
by the full faith and credit of the U.S. 
government; 

(vi) A publicly traded debt security 
issued by, or an asset-backed security 
fully guaranteed as to the timely 
payment of principal and interest by, a 
U.S. government-sponsored enterprise 
that is operating with capital support or 
another form of direct financial 
assistance received from the U.S. 
government that enables the repayments 
of the government-sponsored 
enterprise’s eligible securities; or 

(vii) A security that is issued by, or 
fully guaranteed as to the payment of 
principal and interest by, the European 
Central Bank or a sovereign entity that 
is assigned no higher than a 20 percent 
risk weight under the capital rules 
applicable to swap dealers subject to 
regulation by a prudential regulator; 

(viii) A security that is issued by, or 
fully guaranteed as to the payment of 
principal and interest by, the Bank for 
International Settlements, the 
International Monetary Fund, or a 
multilateral development bank; 

(ix) Other publicly-traded debt that 
has been deemed acceptable as initial 
margin by a prudential regulator; or 

(x) A publicly traded common equity 
security that is included in: 

(A) The Standard & Poor’s Composite 
1500 Index or any other similar index of 
liquid and readily marketable equity 
securities as determined by the 
Commission; or 

(B) An index that a covered swap 
entity’s supervisor in a foreign 
jurisdiction recognizes for purposes of 
including publicly traded common 
equity as initial margin under 
applicable regulatory policy, if held in 
that foreign jurisdiction; or 

(xi) Gold. 

(2) Prohibition of certain assets. A 
covered swap entity may not collect or 
post as initial margin any asset that is 
a security issued by: 

(i) The party providing such asset or 
an affiliate of that party, 

(ii) A bank holding company, a 
savings and loan holding company, a 
foreign bank, a depository institution, a 


market intermediary, a company that 
would be any of the foregoing if it were 
organized under the laws of the United 
States or any State, or an affiliate of any 
of the foregoing institutions, or 

(iii) A U.S. government-sponsored 
enterprise after the termination of 
capital support or another form of direct 
financial assistance received from the 
U.S. government that enables the 
repayments of the government- 
sponsored enterprise’s eligible securities 
unless: 

(A) The security meets the 
requirements of paragraph (a)(1)(iv) of 
this section; 

(B) The security meets the 
requirements of paragraph (a)(1)(vii) of 
this section; or 

(C) The security meets the 
requirements of paragraph (a)(1)(viii) of 
this section. 

(3) Haircuts. (i) Each covered swap 
entity shall apply haircuts to any asset 
posted or received as initial margin 
under this section that reflect the credit 
and liquidity characteristics of the asset. 

(ii) At a minimum, each covered swap 
entity shall apply haircuts to any asset 
posted or received as initial margin 
under this section in accordance with 
the following table: 


STANDARDIZED HAIRCUT SCHEDULE 


Cash in same currency as swap Ob- | 
SIMON <5 sasc:t cv wscaiscecocnnmaudeccsensscesiedes 
Eligible government and related debt | 

(e.g., central bank, multilateral de- | 
velopment bank, GSE securities | 
identified in paragraph (a)(1)(iv) of | 
this section): Residual maturity | 
leSS than ONE-YEar oo... eeeeeeeeeeee 
Eligible government and related debt | 
(e.g., central bank, multilateral de- | 
velopment bank, GSE _ securities 
identified in paragraph (a)(1)(iv) of 
this section): Residual maturity 
between one and five years 
Eligible government and related debt 
(e.g., central bank, multilateral de- 
velopment bank, GSE _ securities 
identified in paragraph (a)(1)(iv) of 
this section): Residual maturity 
greater than five years we 
Eligible corporate debt (including eli- 
gible GSE debt securities not 
identified in paragraph (a)(1)(iv) of 
this section): Residual maturity 
less than ON@-year ou... eeeeeseeeee 
Eligible corporate debt (including eli- 
gible GSE debt securities not 
identified in paragraph (a)(1)(iv) of 
this section): Residual maturity 
between one and five years 
Eligible corporate debt (including eli- 
gible GSE debt securities not 
identified in paragraph (a)(1)(iv) of 
this section): Residual maturity 
greater than five years .............0 
Equities included in S&P 500 or re- 
IAtSCIMGON: occ ccttsvsuzvesesce otis oneeces 


0.5 


2.0 


4.0 


1.0 


4.0 


8.0 





15.0 
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STANDARDIZED HAIRCUT SCHEDULE— 
Continued 











Equities included in S&P 1500 Com- 
posite or related index but not 
S&P 500 or related index 

Gold 

Additional (additive) haircut on asset 

in which the currency of the swap 

obligation differs from that of the 
collateral asset 





25.0 
15.0 


(iii) The value of initial margin 
collateral that is calculated according to 
the schedule in paragraph (a)(3)(ii) of 
this section will be computed as 
follows: The value of initial margin 
collateral for any collateral asset class 
will be computed as the product of the 
total value of collateral in any asset 
class and one minus the applicable 
haircut expressed in percentage terms. 
The total value of all initial margin 
collateral is calculated as the sum of the 
value of each type of collateral asset. 

(4) Monitoring Obligation. A covered 
swap entity shall monitor the market 
value and eligibility of all collateral 
collected and held to satisfy initial 
margin required by this part. To the 
extent that the market value of such 
collateral has declined, the covered 
swap entity shall promptly collect such 
additional eligible collateral as is 
necessary to bring itself into compliance 
with the margin requirements of this 
part. To the extent that the collateral is 
no longer eligible, the covered swap 
entity shall promptly obtain sufficient 
eligible replacement collateral to 
comply with this part. 

(5) Excess initial margin. A covered 
swap entity may collect initial margin 
that is not required pursuant to this part 
in any form of collateral. 

(b) Variation margin—(1) Eligible 
assets. A covered swap entity shall pay 
and collect as variation margin to or 
from a covered counterparty only cash 
in the form of: 

(i) U.S. dollars; or 

(ii) A currency in which payment 
obligations under the swap are required 
to be settled. 

(2) Collection obligation. A covered 
swap entity shall not be deemed to have 
violated its obligation under this 
paragraph to collect variation margin if: 

(i) The counterparty has refused or 
otherwise failed to provide the variation 
margin to the covered swap entity; and 

(ii) The covered swap entity: 

(A) Has made the necessary efforts to 
collect the variation margin, including 
the timely initiation and continued 
pursuit of formal dispute resolution 
mechanisms, including § 23.504(b), if 
applicable, or has otherwise 
demonstrated upon request to the 
satisfaction of the Commission that it 






has made appropriate efforts to collect 
the variation margin; or 

(B) Has commenced termination of 
the swap or security-based swap with 
the counterparty. 


§ 23.157 Custodial arrangements. 

(a) Initial margin posted by covered 
swap entities. Each covered swap entity 
that posts initial margin with respect to 
an uncleared swap shall require that all 
funds or other property that the covered 
swap entity provides as initial margin 
be held by one or more custodians that 
are not affiliates of the covered swap 
entity or the counterparty. 

(b) Initial margin collected by covered 
swap entities. Each covered swap entity 
that collects initial margin required by 
§ 23.152 with respect to an uncleared 
swap shall require that such initial 
margin be held at one or more 
custodians that are not affiliates of the 
covered swap entity or the counterparty. 

(c) Custodial agreement. Each covered 
swap entity shall enter into an 
agreement with each custodian that 
holds funds pursuant to paragraphs (a) 
or (b) of this section that: 

(1) Prohibits the custodian from 
rehypothecating, repledging, reusing, or 
otherwise transferring (through 
securities lending, repurchase 
agreement, reverse repurchase 
agreement or other means) the funds or 
other property held by the custodian; 

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (c)(1) 
of this section, with respect to collateral 
posted or collected pursuant to § 23.152, 
requires the posting party, when it 
substitutes or directs the reinvestment 
of posted collateral held by the 
custodian: 

(i) To substitute only funds or other 
property that are in a form that meets 
the requirements of § 23.156 and in an 
amount that meets the requirements of 
§ 23.152, subject to applicable haircuts; 
and 

(ii) To reinvest funds only in assets 
that are in a form that meets the 
requirements of § 23.156 and in an 
amount that meets the requirements of 
§ 23.152, subject to applicable haircuts; 

(3) Is legal, valid, binding, and 
enforceable under the laws of all 
relevant jurisdictions including in the 
event of bankruptcy, insolvency, or a 
similar proceeding. 


§ 23.158 Margin documentation. 

(a) General requirement. Each covered 
swap entity shall execute 
documentation with each counterparty 
that complies with the requirements of 
§ 23.504 and that complies with this 
section. For uncleared swaps between a 
covered swap entity and a covered 
counterparty, the documentation shall 


provide the covered swap entity with 
the contractual right and obligation to 
exchange initial margin and variation 
margin in such amounts, in such form, 
and under such circumstances as are 
required by §§ 23.150 through 23.159. 
For uncleared swaps between a covered 
swap entity and a non-financial entity, 
the documentation shall specify 
whether initial and/or variation margin 
will be exchanged and, if so, the 
documentation shall comply with 
paragraph (b) of this section. 

(b) Contents of the documentation. 
The margin documentation shall specify 
the following: 

(1) The methodology and data sources 
to be used to value uncleared swaps and 
collateral and to calculate initial margin 
for uncleared swaps entered into 
between the covered swap entity and 
the counterparty; 

(2) The methodology and data sources 
to be used to value positions and to 
calculate variation margin for uncleared 
swaps entered into between the covered 
swap entity participant and the 
counterparty; 

(3) The procedures by which any 
disputes concerning the valuation of 
uncleared swaps, or the valuation of 
assets posted as initial margin or paid as 
variation margin may be resolved; 

(4) Any thresholds below which 
initial margin need not be posted by the 
covered swap entity and/or the 
counterparty; and 

(5) Any thresholds below which 
variation margin need not be paid by the 
covered swap entity and/or the 
counterparty. 


§ 23.159 Compliance dates. 

(a) Covered swap entities must 
comply with the minimum margin 
requirements for uncleared swaps on or 
before the following dates for uncleared 
swaps entered into on or after the 
following dates: 

(1) December 1, 2015 for the 
requirements in § 23.153 for variation 
margin. 

(2) December 1, 2015 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 
margin for any uncleared swaps where 
both the covered swap entity combined 
with all its affiliates and its 
counterparty combined with all its 
affiliates, have an average daily 
aggregate notional amount of uncleared 
swaps, uncleared security-based swaps, 
foreign exchange forwards, and foreign 
exchange swaps in June, July, and 
August 2015 that exceeds $4 trillion, 
where such amounts are calculated only 
for business days. 

(3) December 1, 2016 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 
margin for any uncleared swaps where 
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both the covered swap entity combined 
with all its affiliates and its 
counterparty combined with all its 
affiliates, have an average daily 
aggregate notional amount of uncleared 
swaps, uncleared security-based swaps, 
foreign exchange forwards, and foreign 
exchange swaps in June, July and 
August 2016 that exceeds $3 trillion, 
where such amounts are calculated only 
for business days. 

(4) December 1, 2017 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 
margin for any uncleared swaps where 
both the covered swap entity combined 
with all its affiliates and its 
counterparty combined with all its 
affiliates have an average daily aggregate 
notional amount of uncleared swaps, 
uncleared security-based swaps, foreign 
exchange forwards, and foreign 
exchange swaps in June, July and 
August 2017 that exceeds $2 trillion, 
where such amounts are calculated only 
for business days. 

(5) December 1, 2018 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 
margin for any uncleared swaps where 
both the covered swap entity combined 
with all its affiliates and its 
counterparty combined with all its 
affiliates have an average daily aggregate 
notional amount of uncleared swaps, 
uncleared security-based swaps, foreign 
exchange forwards, and foreign 
exchange swaps in June, July and 
August 2018 that exceeds $1 trillion, 
where such amounts are calculated only 
for business days. 

(6) December 1, 2019 for the 
requirements in § 23.152 for initial 
margin for any other covered swap 
entity with respect to uncleared swaps 
entered into with any other 
counterparty. 

(b) Once a covered swap entity and its 
counterparty must comply with the 
margin requirements for uncleared 
swaps based on the compliance dates in 
paragraph (a) of this section, the covered 
swap entity and its counterparty shall 
remain subject to the requirements of 
this subpart. 


§§ 23.160-23.199 [Reserved] 


m 3. In § 23.701 revise paragraphs (a)(1), 
(d), and (f) to read as follows: 


§ 23.701 Notification of right to 
segregation. 

(a) * + £ 

(1) Notify each counterparty to such 
transaction that the counterparty has the 
right to require that any Initial Margin 
the counterparty provides in connection 
with such transaction be segregated in 
accordance with §§ 23.702 and 23.703 
except in those circumstances where 





segregation is mandatory pursuant to 
§ 23.157; 


* * * * * 


(d) Prior to confirming the terms of 
any such swap, the swap dealer or major 
swap participant shall obtain from the 
counterparty confirmation of receipt by 
the person specified in paragraph (c) of 
this section of the notification specified 
in paragraph (a) of this section, and an 
election, if applicable, to require such 
segregation or not. The swap dealer or 
major swap participant shall maintain 
such confirmation and such election as 
business records pursuant to § 1.31 of 
this chapter. 


* * * * * 


(f) A counterparty’s election, if 
applicable, to require segregation of 
Initial Margin or not to require such 
segregation, may be changed at the 
discretion of the counterparty upon 
written notice delivered to the swap 
dealer or major swap participant, which 
changed election shall be applicable to 
all swaps entered into between the 
parties after such delivery. 


PART 140—ORGANIZATION, 
FUNCTIONS, AND PROCEDURES OF 
THE COMMISSION 


w 4. The authority citation for part 140 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 7 U.S.C. 2(a)(12), 12a, 13(c), 
13(d), 13(e), and 16(b). 


m 5. In § 140.93, add paragraph (a)(6) to 
read as follows: 


§ 140.93 Delegation of authority to the 
Director of the Division of Swap Dealer and 
Intermediary Oversight. 


(a) & & & 

(6) All functions reserved to the 
Commission in §§ 23.150 through 
23.159 of this chapter. 


* * * * * 


Issued in Washington, DC, on September 
23, 2014, by the Commission. 
Christopher J. Kirkpatrick, 
Secretary of the Commission. 


Note: The following appendices will not 
appear in the Code of Federal Regulations. 


Appendices to Margin Requirements for 
Uncleared Swaps for Swap Dealers and 
Major Swap Participants—Commission 
Voting Summary, Chairman’s 
Statement, and Commissioner’s 
Statement 


Appendix 1—Commission Voting 
Summary 


On this matter, Chairman Massad and 
Commissioners Wetjen, Bowen, and 
Giancarlo voted in the affirmative. No 
Commissioner voted in the negative. 


Appendix 2—Statement of Chairman 
Timothy G. Massad 


] support this proposed rule on 
margin requirements for uncleared 
swaps. 

A key mandate of the Dodd-Frank Act 
was central clearing of swaps. This is a 
significant tool to monitor and mitigate 
risk, and we have already succeeded in 
increasing the overall percentage of the 
market that is cleared from an estimated 
17% in 2007 to 60% last month, when 
measured by notional amount. 

But cleared swaps are only part of the 
market. Uncleared, bilateral swap 
transactions will continue to be an 
important part of the derivatives market. 
This is so for a variety of reasons. 
Sometimes, commercial risks cannot be 
hedged sufficiently through clearable 
swap contracts. Therefore market 
participants must craft more tailored 
contracts that cannot be cleared. In 
addition, certain products may lack 
sufficient liquidity to be centrally risk- 
managed and cleared. This may be true 
even for products that have been in 
existence for some time. And there 
will—and always should be— 
innovation in the market, which will 
lead to new products. 

That is why margin for uncleared 
swaps is important. It is a means to 
mitigate the risk of default and therefore 
the potential risk to the financial system 
as a whole. To appreciate the 
importance of the rule being proposed, 
we need only recall how Treasury and 
the Federal Reserve had to commit $182 
billion to AIG, because its uncleared 
swap activities threatened to bring 
down our financial system. 

The proposed rule requires swap 
dealers and major swap participants to 
post and collect margin in their swaps 
with one another. They must also do so 
in their swaps with financial entities, if 
the level of activity is above certain 
thresholds. The proposal does not 
require commercial end-users to post or 
collect margin, nor does it require any 
swap dealer or major swap participant 
to collect margin from or post margin to 
commercial end-users. This is an 
important point. 

Today’s proposal on margin also 
reflects the benefit of substantial 
collaboration between our staff and our 
colleagues at the Federal Reserve, the 
Office of the Comptroller of the 
Currency, and the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, as well as 
significant public comment. The Dodd- 
Frank Act directs each of the prudential 
regulators to propose rules on margin 
for the entities for which it is the 
primary regulator, whereas the CFTC is 
directed to propose a rule for other 
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entities engaging in uncleared swap 
transactions. The Dodd-Frank Act also 
directed us to harmonize our rules as 
much as possible. Today’s proposed 
rule is very similar to the proposal of 
the prudential regulators that was 
published recently. I want to again 
thank our staff, as well as the staffs of 
the prudential regulators, for working 
together so well to accomplish that task. 

We have also sought to harmonize our 
proposal with rules being developed in 
Europe and Asia. Our proposed rule is 
largely consistent with the standards 
proposed by Basel Committee on 
Banking Supervision and the 
International Organization of Securities 
Commissions, and we have been in 
touch with overseas regulators as we 
developed our proposal. 

The importance of international 
harmonization cannot be understated. It 
is particularly important to reach 
harmonization in the area of margin for 
uncleared swaps, because this is a new 
requirement and we do not want to 
create the potential for regulatory 
arbitrage in the market by creating 
unnecessary differences. Margin for 
uncleared swaps goes hand in hand 
with the global mandates to clear swaps. 
Imposing margin on uncleared swaps 
will level the playing field between 
cleared and uncleared swaps and 
remove any incentive not to clear swaps 
that can be cleared. 

Proposing this rule is an important 
step in our effort to finish the job of 
implementing the Dodd-Frank Act and 
will help us achieve the full benefit of 
the new regulatory framework, while at 
the same time protecting the interests 
of—and minimizing the burdens on— 
commercial end-users who depend on 
the derivatives markets to hedge normal 
business risks. 

We recognize that more stringent 
margin requirements impose costs on 
market participants, and therefore the 
proposal includes a detailed cost-benefit 
analysis. I believe the proposed rule 
balances the inherent trade-off between 
mitigating systemic risk and minimizing 
costs on individual participants. I look 
forward to having public feedback on 
that analysis, as well as on the proposal 
as a whole. 


Appendix 3—Statement of 
Commissioner J. Christopher Giancarlo 


1 support the issuance of the proposed 
rules for uncleared margin. I look forward to 
reviewing well-considered, responsive and 
informative comments from the public. 
Seeking further public comment on this 
proposal is necessary given the passage of 
time and the further deliberations with our 
fellow regulators since the publishing of our 
2011 proposal. For the same reasons, I urge 
the Commission to re-propose capital 


requirements for swap dealers and major 
swap participants, which are closely linked 
to the uncleared margin rules. 

Uncleared over-the-counter swaps (OTC) 
and derivatives are vital to the U.S. economy. 
Used properly, they enable American 
companies and the banks they borrow from 
to manage changing commodity and energy 
prices, fluctuating currency and interest 
rates, and credit default exposure. They 
allow our state and local governments to 
manage their obligations and our pension 
funds to support healthy retirements. 
Uncleared swaps serve a key role in 
American business planning and risk 
management that cannot be filled by cleared 
derivatives. They do so by allowing 
businesses to avoid basis risk and obtain 
hedge accounting treatment for more 
complex, non-standardized exposures. While 
much of the swaps and OTC derivatives 
markets will eventually be cleared—a 
transition I have long supported—uncleared 
swaps will remain an important tool for 
customized risk management by businesses, 
governments, asset managers and other 
institutions whose operations are essential to 
American economic growth. 


Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking: 
Cross-Border 


I support the Commission’s decision to 
issue an advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking to determine how the uncleared 
margin rule should apply extraterritorially. I 
have long advocated that the Commission 
take a holistic, global approach to the cross- 
border application of its rules. This approach 
should prioritize the critical need for 
international harmony and certainty for 
American businesses and other market 
participants. It is undeniable that the lack of 
such certainty in the Commission’s cross- 
border framework is causing fragmentation of 
what were once global markets, increasing 
systemic risk rather than diminishing it. I 
therefore applaud the Commission’s decision 
to seek public comment on the most optimal 
cross-border framework with respect to 
uncleared margin. 

In light of the recent decision from the U.S. 
District Court for the District of Columbia 
holding that the Commission’s cross-border 
guidance is non-binding and that the 
Commission will have to justify the cross- 
border application of its rules each time it 
brings an enforcement action,’ it is important 
that the Commission provide swaps market 
participants with certainty on how the 
uncleared margin rule will apply 
extraterritorially. 

I believe that the advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking for the cross-border 
application of the uncleared margin rules 
demonstrates a pragmatism and flexibility 
that belies the oft repeated notion that CFTC 
rulemaking widely and woodenly 
overreaches in its assertion of extraterritorial 
jurisdiction. I commend it to our fellow 
regulators abroad as a portent of greater 
accord in global regulatory reform. 

I look forward to reading and addressing 
well-considered comments on the cross- 


1 SIFMA v. CFTC, No. 13—cv—1916 slip op. at 72 
(D.D.C. Sept. 16, 2014). 


border issues. In particular, I join 
Commissioner Wetjen in welcoming 
thoughtful comment and analysis on the 
potential competitive impacts associated 
with each of the different approaches 
identified in the advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking. I encourage commentators to 
quantify, if practical, and be specific about 
particular provisions or concerns. 

Furthermore, | think this rulemaking 
should be a template for things to come. | 
urge the Commission to follow the Securities 
and Exchange Commission’s (SEC) lead and 
replace its non-binding guidance with a 
comprehensive set of rules, supported by a 
rigorous cost-benefit analysis, delineating 
when activities outside the United States will 
have a direct and significant connection with 
activities in, or effect on, commerce in the 
United States. Good regulation requires 
nothing less. 

Notwithstanding my support for the 
issuance of these proposed rules and the 
advance notice of proposed rulemaking on 
cross-border issues in order to solicit 
comment, I have a number of substantive 
concerns which I will now address. 


Ten-Day Margin Requirement 


Today’s proposal requires collateral 
coverage on uncleared swaps equal to a ten- 
day liquidation period. This ten-day 
calculation comports with rules adopted 
recently by the U.S. prudential bank 
regulators. Yet, it still must be asked: Is ten 
days the right calculation? Why not nine 
days; why not eleven? Should it be the same 
ten days for uncleared credit default swaps 
as it is for uncleared interest rate swaps and 
for all other swaps products? Surely, all non- 
cleared swap products do not have the same 
liquidity characteristics or risk profiles. I 
encourage commenters to provide their input 
on these questions. 

SEC Chair Mary Jo White recently stated: 
“Our regulatory changes must be informed by 
clear-eyed, unbiased, and fact-based 
assessments of the likely impacts—positive 
and negative—on market quality for investors 
and issuers.” ? Chair White’s standard of 
assessment must surely apply to the 
proposed margin rule on uncleared swaps. 
Where is the clear-eyed assessment of the 
ten-day margin requirement? Where is the 
cost benefit analysis? What are the intended 
consequences? What will be the unintended 
ones? Will American swaps end users wind 
up paying for the added margin costs even 
though they are meant to be exempt? I would 
be interested to hear from commentators on 
this issue. 

I am troubled by recent press reports of 
remarks by unnamed Fed officials that the 
coverage period may be intentionally 
“punitive” in order to move the majority of 
trades into a cleared environment.* I would 


?Phillip Stafford, Sense of Urgency Underpins 
Fresh Scrutiny of Markets, Financial Times, Sept. 
16, 2014, available at http://Avww.ft.com/intl/cms/s/ 
0/a373646a-344b-11e4-b81c-00144 
feabdc0.html?siteedition=intl#axzz3DPM3AEzi. 

3 Mike Kentz, Derivatives: Fed backs off corporate 
margin requirements, IFRAsia, Sept. 11, 2014, 
available at http://www. ifrasia.com/derivatives-fed- 
backs-off-corporate-margin-requirements/ 
21162697. fullarticle. 
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be interested to review any considered 
analysis of the likely impact of the ten-day 
liquidation period and whether or not it may 
have a punitive effect on markets for 
uncleared swaps products. 

Any punitive or arbitrary squeeze on non- 
cleared swaps will surely have 
consequences—likely unintended—for 
American businesses and their ability to 
manage risk. With tens of millions of 
Americans falling back on part-time work, it 
is not in our national interest to deter U.S. 
employers from safely hedging commercial 
risk to free capital for new ventures that 
create full-time jobs. It is time we move away 
from punishing U.S. capital markets toward 
rules designed to revive American prosperity. 
1 look forward to reviewing well-considered 
comments as to the appropriateness of a ten- 
day liquidation period, as well as its 
estimated costs and benefits, particularly the 
impact on American economic growth. 


End Users 


As noted in the preamble, the Dodd-Frank 
Act requires the CFTC, the SEC, and the 
prudential regulators to establish comparable 
initial and variation margin requirements for 
uncleared swaps.’ In 2011, however, the 
Commission and the prudential regulators 
issued proposals that varied significantly in 
several respects. In particular, the rules 
proposed by the prudential regulators in 
2011 would have required non-financial end 
users to pay initial and variation margin to 
banks, while the Commission’s rules 
exempted these entities in accordance with 
Congressional intent.® 

I am pleased that the prudential regulators 
have moved in the CFTC’s direction and will 
not require that non-financial end users pay 
margin unless necessary to address the credit 
risk posed by the counterparty and the risks 
of the swap.® It is widely recognized that 
non-financial end users, that generally use 
swaps to hedge their commercial risk, pose 
less risk as counterparties than financial 
entities. It is my hope that upon finalization 
of these rules, swap dealers and major swap 
participants will treat non-financial end 
users consistently when it comes to margin, 
no matter which set of rules apply. 


4CEA section 4s(e)(3)(D)(ii). 

5 Margin Requirements for Uncleared Swaps for 
Swap Dealers and Major Swap Participants, 76 FR 
23732, 23736-37 (Apr. 28, 2011). 

6 The prudential regulator’s proposal contains the 
following provision: “A covered swap entity is not 
required to collect initial margin with respect to any 
non-cleared swap or non-cleared security-based 
swap with a counterparty that is neither a financial 
end user with material swaps exposure nor a swap 
entity but shall collect initial margin at such times 
and in such forms (if any) that the covered swap 
entity determines appropriately address the credit 
risk posed by the counterparty and the risks of such 
non-cleared swaps and non-cleared security-based 
swaps.”’ Margin and Capital Requirements for 
Covered Swap Entities, slip copy at 167, available 
at http://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/press/ 
bereg/bcreg20140903c1.pdf. This is somewhat 
different, but not inconsistent with the 
Commission’s proposal, which will allow the 
parties to exchange margin by agreement, or to 
arrange other types of collateral agreements 
consistent with their needs. 


Threshold for Swaps Exposure 


I am also pleased that our collaboration 
with the BCBS/IOSCO ” international 
working group has resulted in proposed rules 
that are largely harmonious with the 2013 
international framework. There is a particular 
and significant difference that troubles me, 
however. The CFTC and the prudential 
regulators have set the threshold for material 
swaps exposure by financial end users at $3 
billion, while the 2013 international 
framework sets the threshold at €8 billion 
(approximately $11 billion). This means that 
a whole middle-tier of American financial 
end users could be subject to margin 
requirements that will not be borne by 
similar firms overseas. It may well limit the 
number of counterparties willing to enter 
into swaps with these important lenders to 
American business. I am concerned that this 
could potentially reduce the utility of risk 
reducing strategies for a class of middle-tier, 
U.S. financial institutions that have already 
been hit hard by new capital constraints, 
among other rules. 

In this time of dismal economic growth, it 
is hard to justify placing higher burdens on 
America’s medium-sized financial firms than 
those their overseas competitors face. We 
have not, in my opinion, sufficiently 
addressed in our cost benefit analysis the 
impact of this threshold difference on 
American firms and their customers. Where 
is the clear-eyed analysis of the impact of this 
rule on the American economy? I hope that 
the Commission will not perpetuate this 
divergence in the final rules without 
carefully weighing the costs and benefits. | 
encourage commenters to address this point 
and to supply any data and analysis that may 
be illuminating. It is time our rules were 
designed less to punish and more to promote 
U.S. capital markets. Punishment as a 
singular regulatory policy is getting old and 
counterproductive. It is time our rules 
focused on returning America to work and 
prosperity. 


Increase Reliance on International 
Collaboration 


Similarly, I want to echo Commissioner 
Wetjen’s call for comments on two areas 
where the Commission can harness 
international collaboration. First, 1 welcome 
comments on whether the Commission 
should exclude from the scope of this 
rulemaking any derivative cleared by a 
central counterparty (CCP) that is subject to 
regulation and supervision consistent with 
the CPSS-IOSCO Principles for Financial 
Market Infrastructures (PFMIs), an alternative 
on which the Commission seeks comment in 
the preamble. It is reported that at least one 
U.S. financial firm is a member at 70 
different CCPs around the globe. The present 
proposal, if finalized, could result in trades 
cleared on many of these CCPs being treated 
as if they are uncleared.® This would seem 


7 Basel Committee on Banking Supervision/ 
International Organization of Securities 
Commissions. 

8 Sam Fleming and Phillip Stafford, JPMorgan 
Tells Clearers to Build Bigger Buffers, Financial 
Times, Sept. 11, 2014 available at http:// 
www. ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/48aa6b02-38f9-11e4-9526- 
00144feabdc0. html#axzz3DPM3AEzi. 


to be a needlessly costly and burdensome 
imposition on American commerce. Global 
regulators have already agreed on 
international standards in the PFMIs to 
determine how CCPs should be regulated and 
supervised. It makes sense to leverage these 
standards where we can. I encourage 
comment on this issue. 

I would also be interested in commenters’ 
views on how the Commission should 
conduct its comparability analysis under this 
rulemaking. In the advance notice of 
proposed rulemaking, the Commission 
proposes to permit market participants to 
comply with foreign rules, if such rules are 
comparable to the Commission’s margin 
requirements. Yet, a better approach may be 
to compare a foreign regime to the 
international standards put forward by the 
BCBS/IOSCO international working group 
that included participation from over 20 
regulatory authorities. Doing so would give 
the Commission some comfort that foreign 
rules meet a necessary baseline, but could 
avoid unnecessary and potentially 
destabilizing disputes over comparability in 
the future. I hope the insights of interested 
parties will guide not only the Commission, 
but also the prudential regulators. I further 
hope all concerned parties can use this 
rulemaking as an opportunity to promote 
international comity at a time when it is 
sorely needed. 


Treatment of Small Financial Entities 


Another aspect of the proposed rules that 
concerns me is the treatment of financial 
entities that qualify for the small bank 
exemption from clearing and financial 
cooperatives. Section 2(h)(7)(C)(ii) of the CEA 
directed the Commission to consider whether 
to exempt from the definition of ‘financial 
entity’ small banks, savings associations, 
farm credit system institutions and credit 
unions with total assets of $10 billion or less. 
In response, the Commission exempted these 
small financial institutions from the 
definition of financial entity for purposes of 
clearing. It recognized that these institutions 
serve a crucial function in the markets for 
hedging the commercial risk of non-financial 
end users. Moreover, the Commission 
acknowledged that the costs associated with 
clearing, including margin and other fees and 
expenses, may be prohibitive relative to the 
small number of swaps these firms execute 
over a given period of time.? In addition, 
using its Section 4(c) exemptive authority, 
the Commission permits cooperative 
financial entities, including those with total 
assets exceeding $10 billion, to elect an 
exemption from mandatory clearing for 
swaps executed in connection with 
originating loans for their members, or that 
hedge or mitigate commercial risk related to 
loans or swaps with their members.?° 

Despite the CFTC’s otherwise appropriate 
treatment of these small banks and financial] 
cooperatives, the proposed margin rules treat 
them as financial institutions required to post 


°End-User Exception to the Clearing Requirement 
for Swaps, 77 FR 42560, 42578 (Jul. 19, 2012); 17 
CFR 50.50(d). 

10 Clearing Exemption for Certain Swaps Entered 
into by Cooperatives, 78 FR 52286 (Aug. 22, 2013); 
17 CFR 50.51. 
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margin when their swaps exposure exceeds 
the $3 billion threshold. This means that 
small banks and cooperative financial 
institutions entitled to a clearing exemption 
will have to pay margin for their uncleared 
activity with swap dealers or major swap 
participants when they have material swaps 
exposure. It makes no sense to provide these 
entities with an exemption from clearing on 
the one hand, only to turn around and 
require them to bear the potentially even 
greater costs associated with uncleared 
swaps. They deserve the full benefit of their 
clearing exemption, which they may not get 
if they have to post margin. I encourage 
comment on this issue, which I will weigh 
carefully in the process of considering a final 
rule. 


Inter-Affiliate Exemption 


The proposed rules may also diminish the 
utility of the critically important, inter- 
affiliate clearing exemption the Commission 
adopted last year for certain eligible affiliate 
counterparties.11 The exemption was 
premised on recognition that transactions 
between affiliates do not present the same 
risks as market-facing swaps, and generally 
provide risk-mitigating, hedging, and netting 


11 Clearing Exemption for Swaps Between Certain 
Affiliated Entities, 78 FR 21750 (Apr. 11, 2013); 17 
CFR 50.52. 


benefits within a corporate group.!? I 
welcome comments addressing the impact 
the proposed rules may have on the ability 
of affiliated entities to efficiently manage 
their risk.1% 


Use of Approved Models to Calculate Capital 


Finally, I believe it is important to allow 
the use of models when calculating initial 
margin. The proposed rules require the 
Commission’s prior written approval before a 
model can be used, even though the 
Commission lacks adequate staff and 
expertise for evaluating models. We 
recognize in the preamble that many covered 
swap entities are affiliates of entities whose 
margin models are reviewed by one of the 
prudential regulators, the SEC, or a foreign 
regulator, and to avoid duplicative efforts we 
plan to coordinate with other regulators in an 
effort to expedite our review. Rather than go 
through a special approval process, however, 
I believe we should accept models approved 
by our fellow regulators, so long as they 
contain the required elements. Alternatively, 


12 Jd. at 21751-54. 

13 Separately, 1 also welcome comments on the 
sufficiency of the no-action relief issued by the 
Division of Clearing and Risk for swaps entered into 
by treasury affiliates, and whether it may serve as 
a model for future rulemaking to provide greater 
certainty in this area. See CFTC Letter No. 13-22 
(Jun. 4, 2013). 


as mentioned in the preamble and discussed 
at the open meeting, this may be an area in 
which the National Futures Association can 
provide assistance, and I am interested in 
hearing its views on the issue. I also join 
Commissioner Wetjen’s call for discussion on 
the circumstances in which the Commission 
may permit market participants to continue 
using models while Commission staff is 
reviewing them. Given the CFTC’s limited 
resources, I believe we should make every 
effort to leverage the expertise of other 
qualified regulators before asking for more 
tax dollars from Americans working two jobs 
just to stay afloat. 


Conclusion 


In spite of my stated concerns, I support 
the issuance of these proposed rules in order 
to solicit comment. They raise a number of 
important issues, particularly in their impact 
on the U.S. economy and job creation and the 
extent of their application across the globe. 

It is vital that we hear from interested parties 
on how to get them right. I commend the 
Chairman and my fellow Commissioners for 
their thoughtfulness and open-mindedness in 
arriving at the final proposals. I look forward 
to receiving and reviewing comments on the 
issues discussed above and all aspects of the 
rules. 


[FR Doc. 2014-22962 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
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Office of the Secretary 
[Docket ID: DoD-2014-OS-01 40] 


Manual for Courts-Martial; Proposed 
Amendments 


AGENCY: Joint Service Committee on 
Military Justice (JSC), DoD. 

ACTION: Notice of Proposed 
Amendments to the Manual for Courts- 
Martial, United States (2012 ed.) and 
Notice of Public Meeting. 








SUMMARY: The Department of Defense is 
proposing changes to the Manual for 
Courts-Martial, United States (2012 ed.) 
(MCM). The proposed changes concern 
the rules of procedure and evidence and 
the punitive articles applicable in trials 
by courts-martial. These proposed 
changes have not been coordinated 
within the Department of Defense under 
DoD Directive 5500.01, “Preparing, 
Processing and Coordinating 
Legislation, Executive Orders, 
Proclamations, Views Letters, and 
Testimony,” June 15, 2007, and do not 
constitute the official position of the 
Department of Defense, the Military 
Departments, or any other Government 
agency. 

This notice also sets forth the date, 
time and location for a public meeting 
of the JSC to discuss the proposed 
changes. 

This notice is provided in accordance 
with DoD Directive 5500.17, “Role and 
Responsibilities of the Joint Service 
Committee (JSC) on Military Justice,” 
May 3, 2003. 

This notice is intended only to 
improve the internal management of the 
Federal Government. It is not intended 
to create any right or benefit, 
substantive or procedural, enforceable at 
law by any party against the United 
States, its agencies, its officers, or any 
person. 

The JSC also invites members of the 
public to suggest changes to the Manual 
for Courts-Martial and address specific 
recommended changes with supporting 
rationale. 

DATES: Comments on the proposed 
changes must be received no later than 
December 2, 2014. A public meeting for 
comments will be held on October 29, 
2014, at 10:00 a.m. in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces, 
450 E Street NW., Washington, DC 
20442-0001. 

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments, 
identified by docket number and title, 
by any of the following methods: 

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: http:// 
www.regulations.gov. Follow the 
instructions for submitting comments. 


e Mail: Federal Docket Management 
System Office, 4800 Mark Center Drive, 
East Tower, Suite 02G09, Alexandria, 
VA 22350-3100. 

Instructions: All submissions received 
must include the agency name and 
docket number for this Federal Register 
document. The general policy for 
comments and other submissions from 
members of the public is to make these 
submissions available for public 
viewing on the Internet at http:// 
www.regulations.gov as they are 
received without change, including any 
personal identifiers or contact 
information. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Capt 
Allison A. DeVito, Executive Secretary, 
Joint Service Committee on Military 
Justice, 1500 West Perimeter Road, Suite 
1130, Joint Base Andrews, Maryland 
20762, 240-612-4820, email- 
allison.a.devito.mil@mail.mil. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
proposed amendments to the MCM are 
as follows: 


Annex 


Section 1. Part II of the Manual for 
Courts-Martial, United States, is 
amended as follows: 

(a) R.C.M. 201(f)(1) is amended to 
insert the following: 

[Note: R.C.M. 201(f)(1) and (f)(2) apply 
to offenses committed on or after 24 
June 2014. The previous version of 
R.C.M. 201(f)(1) and (f)(2) is located in 
Appendix 29.] 

(b) R.C.M. 201(f)(1)(D) is inserted to 
read as follows: 

“(D) Jurisdiction for Certain Sexual 
Offenses. Only a general court-martial 
has jurisdiction to try offenses under 
Articles 120(a), 120(b), 120b(a), and 
120b(b), UCMJ, forcible sodomy under 
Article 125, UCMJ, and attempts thereof 
under Article 80, UCMJ.”’ 

(c) R.C.M. 201(f)(2)(D) is inserted to 
read as follows: 

“(D) Certain Offenses under Articles 
120, 120b, and 125. Notwithstanding 
subsection (f)(2)(A), special courts- 
martial do not have jurisdiction over 
offenses under Articles 120(a), 120(b), 
120b(a), and 120b(b), forcible sodomy 
under Article 125, UCMJ, and attempts 
thereof under Article 80, UCMJ. Such 
offenses shall not be referred to a special 
court-martial.”’ 

(d) R.C.M. 305(i)(2)(A)(i) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(i) Matters considered. The review 
under this subsection shall include a 
review of the memorandum submitted 
by the prisoner’s commander under 
subsection (h)(2)(C) of this rule. 
Additional written matters may be 
considered, including any submitted by 


the prisoner. The prisoner and the 
prisoner’s counsel, if any, shall be 
allowed to appear before the 7-day 
reviewing officer and make a statement, 
if practicable. A representative of the 
command may also appear before the 
reviewing officer to make a statement.” 

(e) R.C.M. 305(i)(2)(A)(iv) is inserted 
to read as follows: 

“(iv) Victim’s right to be reasonably 
heard. A victim of an alleged offense 
committed by the prisoner has the right 
to reasonable, accurate, and timely 
notice of the 7-day review; the right to 
consult with the representative of the 
command and counsel for the 
government, if any, present during the 
review; and the right to be reasonably 
heard during the review. The right to be 
heard under this rule includes the right 
to be heard through counsel. Inability to 
reasonably afford a victim these rights 
shall not delay the proceedings.” 

(f) R.C.M. 305(i)(2)(C) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(C) Action by 7-day reviewing officer. 
Upon completion of review, the 
reviewing officer shall approve 
continued confinement or order 
immediate release. If the reviewing 
officer orders immediate release, a 
victim of an alleged offense committed 
by the prisoner has the right to 
reasonable, accurate, and timely notice 
of the release, unless such notice may 
endanger the safety of any person.”’ 

(g) R.C.M. 305(n) is inserted to read as 
follows: 

“‘(n) Notice to victim of escaped 
prisoner. A victim of an alleged offense 
committed by the prisoner for which the 
prisoner has been placed in pretrial 
confinement has the right to reasonable, 
accurate, and timely notice of the escape 
of the prisoner, unless such notice may 
endanger the safety of any person.” 

(h) R.C.M. 404(e) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“‘(e) Unless otherwise prescribed by 
the Secretary concerned, direct a 
preliminary hearing under R.C.M. 405, 
and, if appropriate, forward the report of 
preliminary hearing with the charges to 
a superior commander for disposition.” 

(i) A new rule, R.C.M. 404A, is 
inserted to read as follows: 

“Rule 404A. Disclosure of matters 
following direction of preliminary 
hearing 


(a) When a convening authority 
directs a preliminary hearing under 
R.C.M. 405, counsel for 

the government shall, subject to 
R.C.M. 404A(b)-(d) below, within 5 days 
of issuance of the Article 32 appointing 
order, provide to the defense the 
following information or matters: 

(1) Charge sheet; 
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(2) Article 32 appointing order; 

(3) Documents accompanying the 
charge sheet on which the preferral 
decision was based; 

(4) Documents provided to the 
convening authority when deciding to 
direct the preliminary hearing; 

(5) Documents the counsel for the 
government intends to present at the 
preliminary hearing; and 

(6) Access to tangible objects counsel 
for the government intends to present at 
the preliminary hearing. 

(b) Contraband. If items covered by 
subsection 404A(a) above are 
contraband, the disclosure required 
under this rule is a reasonable 
opportunity to inspect said contraband 
prior to the hearing. 

(c) Privilege. If items covered by 
subsection 404A(a) above are privileged, 
classified or otherwise protected under 
Section V of Part III, no disclosure of 
those items is required under this rule. 
However, counsel for the government 
may disclose privileged, classified or 
otherwise protected information 
covered by subsection 404A(a) above if 
authorized by the holder of the 
privilege, or in the case of Mil. R. Evid. 
505 or 506, if authorized by a competent 
authority. 

(d) Protective order if privileged 
information is disclosed. If the 
government agrees to disclose to the 
accused information to which the 
protections afforded by Section V of Part 
III may apply, the convening authority, 
or other person designated by regulation 
of the Secretary concerned, may enter 
an appropriate protective order, in 
writing, to guard against the 
compromise of information disclosed to 
the accused. The terms of any such 
protective order may include 
prohibiting the disclosure of the 
information except as authorized by the 
authority issuing the protective order, as 
well as those terms specified by Mil. R. 
Evid. 505(g)(2)-(6) or 506(g)(2)(5).”’ 

(j) R.C.M. 405 is amended in its 
entirety to read as follows: 

“Rule 405. Preliminary hearing 
[Note: This rule applies to offenses 
committed on or after 26 December 
2014. The previous version of R.C.M. 
405 is located in Appendix 30] 

(a) In general. Except as provided in 
subsection (k) of this rule, no charge or 
specification may be referred to a 
general court-martial for trial until 
completion of a preliminary hearing in 
substantial compliance with this rule. A 
preliminary hearing conducted under 
this rule is not intended to serve as a 
means of discovery and will be limited 
to an examination of those issues 
necessary to determine whether there is 


probable cause to conclude that an 
offense or offenses have been committed 
and whether the accused committed it; 
to determine whether a court-martial 
would have jurisdiction over the 
offense(s) and the accused; to consider 
the form of the charge(s); and to 
recommend the disposition that should 
be made of the charge(s). Failure to 
comply with this rule shall have no 
effect on the disposition of the charge(s) 
if the charge(s) is not referred to a 
general court-martial. 

(b) Earlier preliminary hearing. If a 
preliminary hearing of the subject 
matter of an offense has been conducted 
before the accused is charged with an 
offense, and the accused was present at 
the preliminary hearing and afforded 
the rights to counsel, cross-examination, 
and presentation of evidence required 
by this rule, no further preliminary 
hearing is required. 

(c) Who may direct a preliminary 
hearing. Unless prohibited by 
regulations of the Secretary concerned, 
a preliminary hearing may be directed 
under this rule by any court-martial 
convening authority. That authority may 
also give procedural instructions not 
inconsistent with these rules. 

(d) Personnel. 

(1) Preliminary hearing officer. 
Whenever practicable, the convening 
authority directing a preliminary 
hearing under this rule shall detail an 
impartial judge advocate certified under 
Article 27(b), not the accuser, as a 
preliminary hearing officer, who shall 
conduct the preliminary hearing and 
make a report that addresses whether 
there is probable cause to believe that an 
offense or offenses have been committed 
and that the accused committed the 
offense(s); whether a court-martial 
would have jurisdiction over the 
offense(s) and the accused; the form of 
the charges(s); and a recommendation as 
to the disposition of the charge(s). 

When the appointment of a judge 
advocate as the preliminary hearing 
officer is not practicable, or in 
exceptional circumstances in which the 
interest of justice warrants, the 
convening authority directing the 
preliminary hearing may detail an 
impartial commissioned officer, who is 
not the accuser, as the preliminary 
hearing officer. If the preliminary 
hearing officer is not a judge advocate, 
an impartial judge advocate certified 
under Article 27(b) shall be available to 
provide legal advice to the preliminary 
hearing officer. 

When practicable, the preliminary 
hearing officer shall be equal or senior 
in grade to the military counsel detailed 
to represent the accused and the 
government at the preliminary hearing. 





The Secretary concerned may prescribe 
additional limitations on the 
appointment of preliminary hearing 
officers. 

The preliminary hearing officer shall 
not depart from an impartial role and 
become an advocate for either side. The 
preliminary hearing officer is 
disqualified to act later in the same case 
in any other capacity. 

(2) Counsel to represent the United 
States. A judge advocate, not the 
accuser, shall serve as counsel to 
represent the United States, and shall 
present evidence on behalf of the 
government relevant to the limited 
scope and purpose of the preliminary 
hearing as set forth in subsection (a) of 
this rule. 

(3) Defense counsel. 

(A) Detailed counsel. Except as 
provided in subsection (d)(3)(B) of this 
rule, military counsel certified in 
accordance with Article 27(b) shall be 
detailed to represent the accused. 

(B) Individual military counsel. The 
accused may request to be represented 
by individual military counsel. Such 
requests shall be acted on in accordance 
with R.C.M. 506(b). 

(C) Civilian counsel. The accused may 
be represented by civilian counsel at no 
expense to the United States. Upon 
request, the accused is entitled to a 
reasonable time to obtain civilian 
counsel and to have such counsel 
present for the preliminary hearing. 
However, the preliminary hearing shall 
not be unduly delayed for this purpose. 
Representation by civilian counsel shall 
not limit the rights to military counsel 
under subsections (d)(3)(A) and (B) of 
this rule. 

(4) Others. The convening authority 
who directed the preliminary hearing 
may also, as a matter of discretion, 
detail or request an appropriate 
authority to detail: 

(A) A reporter; and 

(B) An interpreter. 

(e) Scope of preliminary hearing. 

(1) The preliminary hearing officer 
shall limit the inquiry to the 
examination of evidence, including 
witnesses, necessary to: 

(A) Determine whether there is 
probable cause to believe an offense or 
offenses have been committed and 
whether the accused committed it; 

(B) Determine whether a court-martial 
would have jurisdiction over the 
offense(s) and the accused; 

(C) Consider whether the form of the 
charge(s) is proper; and 

(D) Make a recommendation as to the 
disposition of the charge(s). 

(2) If evidence adduced during the 
preliminary hearing indicates that the 
accused committed any uncharged 
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offense(s), the preliminary hearing 
officer may examine evidence and hear 
witnesses relating to the subject matter 
of such offense(s) and make the findings 
and recommendations enumerated in 
subsection (e)(1) of this rule regarding 
such offense(s) without the accused first 
having been charged with the offense. 
The accused’s rights under subsection 
(f)(2) of this rule, and, where it would 
not cause undue delay to the 
proceedings, subsection (g) of this rule, 
are the same with regard to both charged 
and uncharged offenses. When 
considering uncharged offenses 
identified during the preliminary 
hearing, the preliminary hearing officer 
shall inform the accused of the general 
nature of each uncharged offense 
considered, and otherwise afford the 
accused the same opportunity for 
representation, cross examination, and 
presentation afforded during the 
preliminary hearing of any charged 
offense. 

(f) Rights of the accused. 

(1) Prior to any preliminary hearing 
under this rule the accused shall have 
the right to: 

(A) Notice of any witnesses that the 
government intends to call at the 
preliminary hearing and copies of or 
access to any written or recorded 
statements made by those witnesses that 
relate to the subject matter of any 
charged offense; 

(i) For purposes of this rule, a 
‘written statement”’ is one that is signed 
or otherwise adopted or approved by the 
witness that is within the possession or 
control of counsel for the government; 
and 

(ii) For purposes of this rule, a 
“recorded statement” is an oral 
statement made by the witness that is 
recorded contemporaneously with the 
making of the oral statement and 
contained in a digital or other recording 
or a transcription thereof that is within 
the possession or control of counsel for 
the government. 

(B) Notice of, and reasonable access 
to, any other evidence that the 
government intends to offer at the 
preliminary hearing; and 

(C) Notice of, and reasonable access 
to, evidence that is within the 
possession or control of counsel for the 
government that negates or reduces the 
degree of guilt of the accused for an 
offense charged. 

(2) At any preliminary hearing under 
this rule the accused shall have the right 
to: 

(A) Be represented by counsel; 

(B) Be info rmed of the purpose of the 
preliminary hearing; 

(C) Be informed of the right against 
self-incrimination under Article 31; 





(D) Except in the circumstances 
described in R.C.M. 804(c)(2), be present 
throughout the taking of evidence; 

(E) Cross-examine witnesses on 
matters relevant to the limited scope 
and purpose of the preliminary hearing; 

(F) Present matters in defense and 
mitigation relevant to the limited scope 
and purpose of the preliminary hearing; 
and 

(G) Make a statement relevant to the 
limited scope and purpose of the 
preliminary hearing. 

(g) Production o Witnesses and Other 
Evidence. 

(1) Military Witnesses. 

(A) Prior to the preliminary hearing, 
defense counsel shall provide to counsel 
for the government the names of 
proposed military witnesses whom the 
accused requests that the government 
produce to testify at the preliminary 
hearing, and the requested form of the 
testimony, in accordance with the 
timeline established by the preliminary 
hearing officer. Counsel for the 
government shall respond that either (1) 
the government agrees that the witness 
testimony is relevant, not cumulative, 
and necessary for the limited scope and 
purpose of the preliminary hearing and 
will seek to secure the witness’s 
testimony for the hearing; or (2) the 
government objects to the proposed 
defense witness on the grounds that the 
testimony would be irrelevant, 
cumulative, or unnecessary based on the 
limited scope and purpose of the 
preliminary hearing. 

(B) If the government objects to the 
proposed defense witness, defense 
counsel may request that the 
preliminary hearing officer determine 
whether the witness is relevant, not 
cumulative, and necessary based on the 
limited scope and purpose of the 
preliminary hearing. 

(C) If the government does not object 
to the proposed defense military witness 
or the preliminary hearing officer 
determines that the military witness is 
relevant, not cumulative, and necessary, 
counsel for the government shall request 
that the commanding officer of the 
proposed military witness make that 
person available to provide testimony. 
The commanding officer shall 
determine whether the individual is 
available based on operational necessity 
or mission requirements, except that a 
victim, as defined in this rule, who 
declines to testify shall be deemed to be 
not available. If the commanding officer 
determines that the military witness is 
available, counsel for the government 
shall make arrangements for that 
individual’s testimony. The 
commanding officer’s determination of 
unavailability due to operational 


necessity or mission requirements is 
final. The military witness’s 
commanding officer determines the 
availability of the witness and, if there 
is a dispute among the parties, 
determines whether the witness testifies 
in person, by videoteleconference, by 
telephone, or similar means of remote 
testimony. 

(2) Civilian Witnesses. 

(A) Defense counsel shall provide to 
counsel for the government the names of 
proposed civilian witnesses whom the 
accused requests that the government 
produce to testify at the preliminary 
hearing, and the requested form of the 
testimony, in accordance with the 
timeline established by the preliminary 
hearing officer. Counsel for the 
government shall respond that either (1) 
the government agrees that the witness 
testimony is relevant, not cumulative, 
and necessary for the limited scope and 
purpose of the preliminary hearing and 
will seek to secure the witness’s 
testimony for the hearing; or (2) the 
government objects to the proposed 
defense witness on the grounds that the 
testimony would be irrelevant, 
cumulative, or unnecessary based on the 
limited scope and purpose of the 
preliminary hearing. 

(B) If the government objects to the 
proposed defense witness, defense 
counsel may request that the 
preliminary hearing officer determine 
whether the witness is relevant, not 
cumulative, and necessary based on the 
limited scope and purpose of the 
preliminary hearing. 

(C) If the government does not object 
to the proposed civilian witness or the 
preliminary hearing officer determines 
that the civilian witness testimony is 
relevant, not cumulative, and necessary, 
counsel for the government shall invite 
the civilian witness to provide 
testimony and, if the individual agrees, 
shall make arrangements for that 
witness’s testimony. If expense to the 
government is to be incurred, the 
convening authority who directed the 
preliminary hearing, or the convening 
authority’s delegate, shall determine 
whether the witness testifies in person, 
by videoteleconference, by telephone, or 
similar means of remote testimony. 

(3) Other evidence. 

(A) Evidence under the control of the 
government. 

(i) Prior to the preliminary hearing, 
defense counsel shall provide to counse} 
for the government a list of evidence 
under the control of the government the 
accused requests the government 
produce to the defense for introduction 
at the preliminary hearing. The 
preliminary hearing officer may set a 
deadline by which defense requests 
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must be received. Counsel for the 
government shall respond that either (1) 
the government agrees that the evidence 
is relevant, not cumulative, and 
necessary for the limited scope and 
purpose of the preliminary hearing and 
shall make reasonable efforts to obtain 
the evidence; or (2) the government 
objects to production of the evidence on 
the grounds that the evidence would be 
irrelevant, cumulative, or unnecessary 
based on the limited scope and purpose 
of the preliminary hearing. 

(ii) If the government eens to 
production of the evidence, defense 
counsel may request that the 
preliminary hearing officer determine 
whether the evidence should be 
produced. The preliminary hearing 
officer shall determine whether the 
evidence is relevant, not cumulative, 
and necessary based on the limited 
scope and purpose of the hearing. If the 
preliminary hearing officer determines 
that the evidence shall be produced, 
counsel for the government shall make 
reasonable efforts to obtain the 
evidence. 

(B) Evidence not under the control of 
the government. 

(i) Evidence not under the control of 
the government may be obtained 
through noncompulsory means or by 
subpoenas duces tecum issued by 
counsel for the government in 
accordance with the process established 
by R.C.M. 703. 

(ii) Prior to the preliminary hearing, 
defense counsel shall provide to counsel 
for the government a list of evidence not 
under the control of the government that 
the accused requests the government 
obtain. The preliminary hearing officer 
may set a deadline by which defense 
requests must be received. Counsel for 
the government shall respond that either 
(1) the government agrees that the 
evidence is relevant, not cumulative, 
and necessary for the limited scope and 
purpose of the preliminary hearing and 
shall issue subpoenas duces tecum for 
the evidence; or (2) the government 
objects to production of the evidence on 
the grounds that the evidence would be 
irrelevant, cumulative, or unnecessary 
based on the limited scope and purpose 
of the preliminary hearing. 

(iii) If the government objects to 
production of the evidence, defense 
counsel may request that the 
preliminary hearing officer determine 
whether the evidence should be 
produced. If the preliminary hearing 
officer determines that the evidence is 
relevant, not cumulative, and necessary 
based on the limited scope and purpose 
of the preliminary hearing and that the 
issuance of subpoenas duces tecum 
would not cause undue delay to the 





preliminary hearing, the preliminary 
hearing officer shall direct counsel for 
the government to issue subpoenas 
duces tecum for the defense-requested 
evidence. Failure on the part of counsel 
for the government to issue subpoenas 
duces tecum directed by the preliminary 
hearing officer shall be noted by the 
preliminary hearing officer in the report 
of preliminary hearing. 

) Military Rules of Evidence. The 
Military Rules of Evidence do not apply 
in preliminary hearings under this rule 
except as follows: 

(1) Mil. R. Evid. 301-303 and 305 
shall apply in their entirety. 

(2) Mil. R. Evid. 412 shall apply in 
any case that includes a charge defined 
as a sexual offense in Mil. R. Evid. 
412(d), except that Mil. R. Evid. 
412(b)(1)(C) shall not apply. 

(3) Mil. R. Evid., Section V, Privileges, 
shall apply, except that Mil. R. Evid. 
505(f)—(h) and (j); 506(f)—(h), (j), (k), and 
(m); 513(d)(8); and 514(d)(6) shall not 


“7 y: 

4) In applying these rules to a 
preliminary hearing, the term ‘military 
judge,” as used in these rules shall 
mean the preliminary hearing officer, 
who shall assume the military judge’s 
authority to exclude evidence from the 
preliminary hearing, and who shall, in 
discharging this duty, follow the 
procedures set forth in the rules cited in 
subsections (h)(1)—(3) of this rule. 

(5) Failure to meet the procedural 
requirements of the applicable rules of 
evidence shall result in exclusion of that 
evidence from the preliminary hearing, 
unless good cause is shown. 

(i) Procedure. 

(1) Generally. The preliminary 
hearing shall begin with the preliminary 
hearing officer informing the accused of 
the accused’s rights under subsection (f) 
of this rule. Counsel for the government 
will then present evidence. Upon the 
conclusion of counsel for the 
government’s presentation of evidence, 
defense counsel may present matters in 
defense and mitigation consistent with 
subsection (f) of this rule. For the 
purposes of this rule, ‘‘matters in 
mitigation” are defined as matters that 
may serve to explain the circumstances 
surrounding a charged offense. Both 
counsel for the government and defense 
shall be afforded an opportunity to 
cross-examine adverse witnesses. The 
preliminary hearing officer may also 
question witnesses called by the parties. 
If the preliminary hearing officer 
determines that additional evidence is 
necessary to satisfy the requirements of 
subsection (e) above, the preliminary 
hearing officer may provide the parties 
an opportunity to present additional 
testimony or evidence relevant to the 


limited scope and purpose of the 
preliminary hearing. The preliminary 
hearing officer shall not consider 
evidence not presented at the 
preliminary hearing. The preliminary 
hearing officer shall not call witnesses 
sua sponte. 

(2) Notice to and presence of the 
victim(s). 

(A) The victim(s) of an offense under 
the UCMJ has the right to reasonable, 
accurate, and timely notice of a 
preliminary hearing relating to the 
alleged offense. For the purposes of this 
rule, a “victim’’ is a person who is 
alleged to have suffered a direct 
physical, emotional, or pecuniary harm 
as a result of the matters set forth in a 
charge or specification under 
consideration and is named in one of 
the specifications under consideration. 

(B) A victim of an offense under 
consideration at the preliminary hearing 
is not required to testify at the 
preliminary hearing. 

(C) A victim has the right not to be 
excluded from any portion of a 
preliminary hearing related to the 
alleged offense, unless the preliminary 
hearing officer, after receiving clear and 
convincing evidence, determines the 
testimony by the victim would be 
materially altered if the victim heard 
other testimony at the proceeding. 

(D) A victim shall be excluded if a 
privilege set forth in Mil. R. Evid. 505 
or 506 is invoked or if evidence is 
offered under Mil. R. Evid. 412, 513, or 
514, for charges other than those in 
which the victim is named. 

(3) Presentation of evidence. 

(A) Testimony. Witness testimony 
may be provided in person, by 
videoteleconference, by telephone, or 
similar means of remote testimony. All 
testimony shall be taken under oath, 
except that the accused may make an 
unsworn statement. The preliminary 
hearing officer shall only consider 
testimony that is relevant to the limited 
scope and purpose of the preliminary 
hearing. 

(B) Other evidence. If relevant to the 
limited scope and purpose of the 
preliminary hearing, and not 
cumulative, a preliminary hearing 
officer may consider other evidence, in 
addition to or in lieu of witness 
testimony, including statements, 
tangible evidence, or reproductions 
thereof, offered by either side, that the 
preliminary hearing officer determines 
is reliable. This other evidence need not 
be sworn. 

(4) Access by spectators. Access by 
spectators to all or part of the 
proceedings may be restricted or 
foreclosed in the discretion of the 
convening authority who directed the 
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preliminary hearing or the preliminary 
hearing officer. Preliminary hearings are 
public proceedings and should remain 
open to the public whenever possible. 
When an overriding interest exists that 
outweighs the value of an open 
preliminary hearing, the preliminary 
hearing may be closed to spectators. 
Any closure must be narrowly tailored 
to achieve the overriding interest that 
justified the closure. Convening 
authorities or preliminary hearing 
officers must conclude that no lesser 
methods short of closing the 
preliminary hearing can be used to 
protect the overriding interest in the 
case. Convening authorities or 
preliminary hearing officers must 
conduct a case-by-case, witness-by- 
witness, circumstance-by-circumstance 
analysis of whether closure is necessary. 
If a convening authority or preliminary 
hearing officer believes closing the 
preliminary hearing is necessary, the 
convening authority or preliminary 
hearing officer must make specific 
findings of fact in writing that support 
the closure. The written findings of fact 
must be included in the report of 
preliminary hearing. Examples of 
overriding interests may include: 
preventing psychological harm or 
trauma to a child witness or an alleged 
victim of a sexual crime, protecting the 
safety or privacy of a witness or alleged 
victim, protecting classified material, 
and receiving evidence where a witness 
is incapable of testifying in an open 
setting. 

(5) Presence of accused. The further 
progress of the taking of evidence shall 
not be prevented and the accused shall 
be considered to have waived the right 
to be present whenever the accused: 

(A) After being notified of the time 
and place of the proceeding is 
voluntarily absent; or 

(B) After being warned by the 
preliminary hearing officer that 
disruptive conduct will cause removal 
from the proceeding, persists in conduct 
which is such as to justify exclusion 
from the proceeding. 

(6) Recording of the preliminary 
hearing. Counsel for the government 
shall ensure that the preliminary 
hearing is recorded by a suitable 
recording device. A victim, as defined 
by subsection (i)(2)(A) of this rule, may 
request access to, or a copy of, the 
recording of the proceedings. Upon 
request, counsel for the government 
shall provide the requested access to, or 
a copy of, the recording to the victim 
not later than a reasonable time 
following dismissal of the charges, 
unless charges are dismissed for the 
purpose of re-referral, or court-martial 
adjournment. A victim is not entitled to 


classified information or closed sessions 
in which the victim did not have the 
right to attend under subsections 
(i)(2)(C) or (i)(2)(D) of this rule. 

(7) Objections. Any objection alleging 
failure to comply with this rule shall be 
made to the convening authority via the 
preliminary hearing officer. 

(8) Sealed exhibits and proceedings. 
The preliminary hearing officer has the 
authority to order exhibits, proceedings, 
or other matters sealed as described in 
R.C.M. 1103A. 

(j) Report of preliminary hearing. 

(1) In general. The preliminary 
hearing officer shall make a timely 
written report of the preliminary 
hearing to the convening authority who 
directed the preliminary hearing. 

(2) Contents. The report of 
preliminary hearing shall include: 

(A) A statement of names and 
organizations or addresses of defense 
counsel and whether defense counsel 
was present throughout the taking of 
evidence, or if not present the reason 
why; 

(B) The substance of the testimony 
taken on both sides; 

(C) Any other statements, documents, 
or matters considered by the 
preliminary hearing officer, or recitals of 
the substance or nature of such 
evidence; 

(D) A statement that an essential 
witness may not be available for trial; 

(E) An explanation of any delays in 
the preliminary hearing; 

(F) A notation if counsel for the 
government failed to issue a subpoena 
duces tecum that was directed by the 
preliminary hearing officer; 

(G) The preliminary hearing officer’s 
determination as to whether there is 
probable cause to believe the offense(s) 
listed on the charge sheet or otherwise 
considered at the preliminary hearing 
occurred; 

(H) The preliminary hearing officer’s 
determination as to whether there is 
probable cause to believe the accused 
committed the offense(s) listed on the 
charge sheet or otherwise considered at 
the preliminary hearing; 

(I) The preliminary hearing officer’s 
determination as to whether a court- 
martial has jurisdiction over the 
offense(s) and the accused; 

(J) The preliminary hearing officer’s 
determination as to whether the 
charge(s) and specification(s) are in 
proper form; and 

(K) The recommendations of the 
preliminary hearing officer regarding 
disposition of the charge(s). 

(3) Sealed exhibits and proceedings. If 
the report of preliminary hearing 
contains exhibits, proceedings, or other 
matters ordered sealed by the 


preliminary hearing officer in 
accordance with R.C.M. 1103A, counsel 
for the government shall cause such 
materials to be sealed so as to prevent 
unauthorized viewing or disclosure. 

(4) Distribution of the report. The 
preliminary hearing officer shall cause 
the report to be delivered to the 
convening authority who directed the 
preliminary hearing. That convening 
authority shall promptly cause a copy of 
the report to be delivered to each 
accused. 

(5) Objections. Any objection to the 
report shall be made to the convening 
authority who directed the preliminary 
hearing, via the preliminary hearing 
officer, within 5 days of its receipt by 
the accused. This subsection does not 
prohibit a convening authority from 
referring the charge(s) or taking other 
action within the 5-day period. 

(k) Waiver. The accused may waive a 
preliminary hearing under this rule. In 
addition, failure to make a timely 
objection under this rule, including an 
objection to the report, shall constitute 
waiver of the objection. Relief from the 
waiver may be granted by the convening 
authority who directed the preliminary 
hearing, a superior convening authority, 
or the military judge, as appropriate, for 
good cause shown.” 

(k) R.C.M. 601(g) is inserted to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(g) Parallel convening authorities. If 
it is impracticable for the original 
convening authority to continue 
exercising authority over the charges, 
the convening authority may cause the 
charges, even if referred, to be 
transmitted to a parallel convening 
authority. This transmittal must be in 
writing and in accordance with such 
regulations as the Secretary concerned 
may prescribe. Subsequent actions taken 
by the parallel convening authority are 
within the sole discretion of that 
convening authority.” 

(1) R.C.M. 703(e)(2)(B) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“‘(B) Contents. A subpoena shall state 
the command by which the proceeding 
is directed, and the title, if any, of the 
proceeding. A subpoena shall command 
each person to whom it is directed to 
attend and give testimony at the time 
and place specified therein. A subpoena 
may also command the person to whom 
it is directed to produce books, papers, 
documents, data, or other objects or 
electronically stored information 
designated therein at the proceeding or 
at an earlier time for inspection by the 
parties. A subpoena issued for a 
preliminary hearing pursuant to Article 
32 shall not command any person to 
attend or give testimony at an Article 32 
preliminary hearing.” 
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(m) R.C.M. 703(e)(2)(C) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(C) Who may issue. 

(1) A subpoena to secure evidence 
may be issued by: 

(a) The summary court-martial; 

(b) Detailed counsel for the 
government at an Article 32 preliminary 
hearing; 

(c) After referral to a court-martial, 
detailed trial counsel; 

(d) The president of a court of inquiry; 
or 

(e) An officer detailed to take a 
deposition.” 

fn) R.C.M. 703(f)(4)(B) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(B) Evidence not under the control of 
the government. Evidence not under the 
control of the government may be 
obtained by a subpoena issued in 
accordance with subsection (e)(2) of this 
rule. A subpoena duces tecum to 
produce books, papers, documents, 
data, or other objects or electronically 
stored information for a preliminary 
hearing pursuant to Article 32 may be 
issued, following the convening 
authority’s order directing such 
preliminary hearing, by counsel for the 
government. A person in receipt of a 
subpoena duces tecum for an Article 32 
hearing need not personally appear in 
order to comply with the subpoena.” 

(o) R.C.M. 801(a)(g) is inserted to read 
as follows: 

(6) In the case of a victim of an 
offense under the UCMJ who is under 
18 years of age and not a member of the 
armed forces, or who is incompetent, 
incapacitated, or deceased, designate in 
writing, a family member, a 
representative of the estate of the victim, 
or another suitable individual to assume 
the victim’s rights under the UCMJ. 

(A) For the purposes of this rule, the 
individual is designated for the sole 
purpose of assuming the legal rights of 
the victim as they pertain to the victim’s 
status as a victim of any offense(s) 
properly before the court. 

(B) Procedure to determine 
appointment of designee. 

(i As soon as practicable, trial 
counsel shall notify the military judge, 
counsel for the accused and the 
victim(s) of any offense(s) properly 
before the court when there is an 
apparent requirement to appoint a 
designee under this rule. 

(ii) The military judge will determine 
if the appointment of a designee is 
required under this rule. 

Cit) At the discretion of the military 
judge, victim(s), trial counsel, and the 
accused may be given the opportunity to 
recommend to the military judge 
individual(s) for appointment. 

(iv) The military judge is not required 
to hold a hearing before determining 


whether a designation is required or 
making such an appointment under this 
rule. 

(v) If the military judge determines a 
hearing pursuant to Article 39(a), UCMJ, 
is necessary, the following shall be 
notified of the hearing and afforded the 
right to be present at the hearing: trial 
counsel, accused, and the victim(s). 

(vi) The individual designated shall 
not be the accused. 

(C) At any time after appointment, a 
designee shall be excused upon request 
by the designee or a finding of good 
cause by the military judge. 

(D) If the individual appointed to 
assume the victim’s rights is excused, 
the military judge shall appoint a 
successor consistent with this rule.’’ 

(p) R.C.M. 806(b)(2) is insert following 
R.C.M. 806(b)(1) and before the 
Discussion section to read as follows: 

(2) Right of victim to attend. A 
victim of an alleged offense committed 
by the accused may not be excluded 
from a court-martial relating to the 
offense, unless the military judge, after 
receiving clear and convincing 
evidence, determines that testimony by 
the victim would be materially altered 
if the victim heard other testimony at 
that hearing or proceeding.” 

(q) R.C.M. 806(b)(2) is renumbered as 
R.C.M. 806(b)(3). 

(r) R.C.M. 906(b)(8) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(8) Relief from pretrial confinement. 
Upon a motion for release from pretrial 
confinement, a victim of an alleged 
offense committed by the accused has 
the right to reasonable, accurate, and 
timely notice of the motion and any 
hearing, the right to consult with trial 
counsel, and the right to be reasonably 
heard. Inability to reasonably afford a 
victim these rights shall not delay the 
proceedings. The right to be heard 
under this rule includes the right to be 
heard through counsel.” 

(s) R.C.M. 912(i)(3) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(3) Preliminary hearing officer. For 
purposes of this rule, “preliminary 
hearing officer” includes any person 
who has examined charges under 
R.C.M. 405 and any person who was 
counsel for a member of a court of 
inquiry, or otherwise personally has 
conducted an investigation of the 
general matter involving the offenses 
charged.” 

(t) R.C.M. 1001(a)(1)(B) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(B) Victim’s right to be reasonably 
heard. See R.C.M. 1001A.”’ 

(u) R.C.M. 1001(a)(C)—(G) are re- 
lettered to read as follows: 


““(C) Presentation by the defense of 
evidence in extenuation or mitigation or 
both. 

(D) Rebuttal. 

(E) Argument by trial counsel on 
sentence. 

(F) Argument by defense counsel on 
sentence. 

(G) Rebuttal arguments in the 
discretion of the military judge.” 

(v) A new rule, R.C.M.1001A is 
inserted to read as follows: 

‘A victim of an offense of which the 
accused has been found guilty has the 
right to be reasonably heard at a 
sentencing hearing relating to that 
offense. For the purposes of this rule, 
the right to be reasonably heard means 
the right to testify under oath. Trial 
counsel shall ensure the victim has the 
opportunity to exercise that right. As 
used in this rule a ‘‘victim”’ is a person 
who has suffered direct physical, 
emotional, or pecuniary harm as a result 
of the commission of an offense. If the 
victim exercises the right to be 
reasonably heard, the victim shall be 
called by the court.”’ 

(w) R.C.M. 1103A(a) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(a) In general. If the report of 
preliminary hearing or record of trial 
contains exhibits, proceedings, or other 
matter ordered sealed by the military 
judge, counsel for the government or 
trial counsel shall cause such materials 
to be sealed so as to prevent 
unauthorized viewing or disclosure. 
Counsel for the government or trial 
counsel shall ensure that such materials 
are properly marked, including an 
annotation that the material was sealed 
by order of the military judge, and 
inserted at the appropriate place in the 
original record of trial. Copies of the 
report of preliminary hearing or record 
of trial shall contain appropriate 
annotations that matters were sealed by 
order of the preliminary hearing officer 
or military judge and have been inserted 
in the report of preliminary hearing or 
original record of trial.” 

(x) R.C.M. 1103A(b)(1) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(1) Prior to referral. The following 
individuals may examine sealed 
materials only if necessary for proper 
fulfillment of their responsibilities 
under the UCMJ, the MCM, governing 
directives, instructions, regulations, 
applicable rules for practice and 
procedure, or rules of professional 
responsibility: the judge advocate 
advising the convening authority who 
directed the Article 32 preliminary 
hearing; the convening authority who 
directed the Article 32 preliminary 
hearing; the staff judge advocate to the 
general court-martial convening 
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authority; and the general court-martial 
convening authority.” 

(y) R.C.M. 1103A(b)(5) is inserted to 
read as follows: 

(5) Examination of sealed matters. 
For the purpose of this rule, 
“examination” includes reading, 
viewing, photocopying, photographing, 
disclosing, or manipulating the sealed 
matters in any way.”’ 

(z) R.C.M. 1105 is amended to read as 
follows: 

[Note: R.C.M. 1105(b)(1) and (b)(2) 
apply to offenses committed on or after 
24 June 2014. The previous version of 
R.C.M. 1105(b)(1) and (b)(2) is located in 
Appendix 29.] 

(aa) R.C.M. 1105(b)(1) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘“‘(1) The accused may submit to the 
convening authority any matters that 
may reasonably tend to affect the 
convening authority’s decision whether 
to disapprove any findings of guilty or 
to approve the sentence, except as may 
be limited by R.C.M. 1107(b)(3)(C). The 
convening authority is only required to 
consider written submissions.”’ 

(bb) R.C.M. 1105(b)(2)(C) is amended 
to read as follows: 

““(C) Matters in mitigation which were 
not available for consideration at the 
court-martial, except as may be limited 
by R.C.M. 1107(b)(3)(B); and” 

(cc) R.C.M. 1107 is amended to read 
as follows: 

[Note: R.C.M. 1107(b)—(d) and (f) apply 
to offenses committed on or after 24 
June 2014. The previous version of 
R.C.M. 1107(b) is located in Appendix 
29.] 

(dd) R.C.M. 1107(b)(1) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(1) Discretion of convening authority. 
Any action to be taken on the findings 
and sentence is within the sole 
discretion of the convening authority. 
The convening authority is not required 
to review the case for legal errors or 
factual sufficiency.”’ 

(ee) R.C.M. 1107(b)(3)(A) (iii) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(iii) Any matters submitted by the 
accused under R.C.M. 1105 or, if 
applicable, R.C.M. 1106(f); 

ff) R.C.M. 1107(b)(3)(A)(iv) is 
inserted to read as follows: 

(iv) Any statement submitted by a 
crime victim pursuant to R.C.M. 1105A 
and subsection (C) below.” 

(gg) R.C.M. 1107(b)(3)(B)(i) is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(i) The record of trial, subject to the 
provisions of R.C.M. 1103A and 
subsection (C) below;”’ 

(hh) R.C.M. 1107(c) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(c) Action on findings. Action on the 
findings is not required. However, the 


convening authority may take action 
subject to the following limitations: 

(1) For offenses charged under 
subsection (a) or (b) of Article 120; 
offenses charged under Article 120b; 
and offenses charged under Article 125. 

(A) The convening authority is 
prohibited from: 

(i) Setting aside any finding of guilt or 
dismissing a specification; or 

(ii) Changing a finding of guilty to a 
charge or specification to a finding of 
guilty to an offense that is a lesser 
included offense of the offense stated in 
the charge or specification. 

(B) The convening authority may 
direct a rehearing in accordance with 
subsection (e) of this rule. 

(2) For offenses other than those listed 
in subsection (c)(1), for which the 
maximum sentence of confinement that 
may be adjudged does not exceed two 
years without regard to the 
jurisdictional limits of the court; and the 
sentence adjudged does not include 
dismissal, a dishonorable discharge, 
bad-conduct discharge, or confinement 
for more than six months: 

(A) The convening authority may 
change a finding of guilty to a charge or 
specification to a finding of guilty to an 
offense that is a lesser included offense 
of the offense stated in the charge or 
specification; or 

(B) Set aside any finding of guilty and: 

(i) Dismiss the specification and, if 
appropriate, the charge; or 

(ii) Direct a rehearing in accordance 
with subsection (e) of this rule. 

(3) If the convening authority acts to 
dismiss or change any charge or 
specification for an offense, the 
convening authority shall provide, at 
the same time, a written explanation of 
the reasons for such action. The written 
explanation shall be made a part of the 
record of trial and action thereon.” 

(ii) R.C.M. 1107(d)(1) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(1) In general. 

(A) The convening authority may not 
disapprove, commute, or suspend, in 
whole or in part, any portion of an 
adjudged sentence of confinement for 
more than six months. 

(B) The convening authority may not 
disapprove, commute, or suspend that 
portion of an adjudged sentence that 
includes a dismissal, dishonorable 
discharge, or bad-conduct discharge. 

(C) The convening authority may 
disapprove, commute, or suspend, in 
whole or in part, any portion of an 
adjudged sentence not explicitly 
prohibited by this rule, to include 
reduction in pay grade, forfeitures of 
pay and allowances, fines, reprimands, 
restrictions, and hard labor without 
confinement. 


(D) The convening authority shall not 
disapprove, commute, or suspend any 
mandatory minimum sentence except in 
accordance with subsection (E) below. 

(E) Exceptions. 

(i) Trial counsel recommendation. 
Upon the recommendation of the trial 
counsel, in recognition of the 
substantial assistance by the accused in 
the investigation or prosecution of 
another person who has committed an 
offense, the convening authority or 
another person authorized to act under 
this section shall have the authority to 
disapprove, commute, or suspend the 
adjudged sentence, in whole or in part, 
even with respect to an offense for 
which a mandatory minimum sentence 
exists. 

(ii) Pretrial agreement. If a pretrial 
agreement has been entered into by the 
convening authority and the accused as 
authorized by R.C.M. 705, the 
convening authority shall have the 
authority to approve, disapprove, 
commute, or suspend a sentence, in 
whole or in part, pursuant to the terms 
of the pretrial agreement. The convening 
authority may commute a mandatory 
sentence of a dishonorable discharge to 
a bad-conduct discharge pursuant to the 
terms of the pretrial agreement. 

(F) If the convening authority acts to 
disapprove, commute, or suspend, in 
whole or in part, the sentence of the 
court-martial for an offense, the 
convening authority shall provide, at 
the same time, a written explanation of 
the reasons for such action. The written 
explanation shall be made a part of the 
record of trial and action thereon.” 

(jj) R.C.M. 1107(d)(2) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(2) Determining what sentence 
should be approved. The convening 
authority shall, subject to the limitations 
in subsection (d)(1) above, approve that 
sentence which is warranted by the 
circumstances of the offense and 
appropriate for the accused.” 

) R.C.M. 1107(f)(2) is amended to 
read as follows: 

(2) Modification of initial action. 
Subject to the limitations in subsections 
(c) and (d) above, the convening 
authority may recall and modify any 
action taken by that convening authority 
at any time before it has been published 
or before the accused has been officially 
notified. The convening authority may 
also recall and modify any action at any 
time prior to forwarding the record for 
review, as long as the modification does 
not result in action less favorable to the 
accused than the earlier action. In 
addition, in any special court-martial, 
the convening authority may recall and 
correct an illegal, erroneous, 
incomplete, or ambiguous action at any 
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time before completion of review under 
R.C.M. 1112, as long as the correction 
does not result in action less favorable 
to the accused than the earlier action. 
When so directed by a higher reviewing 
authority or the Judge Advocate 
General, the convening authority shall 
modify any incomplete, ambiguous, 
void, or inaccurate action noted in 
review of the record of trial under 
Articles 64, 66, 67, or examination of 
the record of trial under Article 69. The 
convening authority shall personally 
sign any supplementary or corrective 
action. A written explanation is 
required for any modification of initial 
action which: 1) sets aside any finding 
of guilt or dismisses or changes any 
charge or specification for an offense; or 
2) disapproves, commutes, or suspends, 
in whole or in part, the sentence. The 
written explanation shall be made a part 
of the record of trial and action 
thereon.” 

(11) R.C.M. 1107(g) is amended to read 
as follows: 

“‘(g) Incomplete, ambiguous, or 
erroneous action. When the action of 
the convening authority or of a higher 
authority is incomplete, ambiguous, or 
contains error, the authority who took 
the incomplete, ambiguous, or 
erroneous action may be instructed by 
an authority acting under Articles 64, 
66, 67, or 69 to withdraw the original 
action and substitute a corrected 
action.” 

(mm) R.C.M. 1108 is amended to read 
as follows: 

[Note: R.C.M. 1108(b) applies to offenses 
committed on or after 24 June 2014. The 
previous version of R.C.M. 1108(b) is 
located in Appendix 29.] 

(nn) R.C.M. 1108(b) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘“(b) Who may suspend and remit. The 
convening authority may, after 
approving the sentence, suspend the 
execution of all or any part of the 
sentence of a court-martial, except for a 
sentence of death or as prohibited under 
R.C.M. 1107. The general court-martial 
convening authority over the accused at 
the time of the court-martial may, when 
taking action under R.C.M. 1112(f), 
suspend or remit any part of the 
sentence. The Secretary concerned and, 
when designated by the Secretary 
concerned, any Under Secretary, 
Assistant Secretary, Judge Advocate 
General, or commanding officer may 
suspend or remit any part or amount of 
the unexecuted part of any sentence 
other than a sentence approved by the 
President or a sentence of confinement 
for life without eligibility for parole that 
has been ordered executed. The 
Secretary concerned may, however, 


suspend or remit the unexecuted part of 
a sentence of confinement for life 
without eligibility for parole only after 
the service of a period of confinement 
of not less than 20 years. The 
commander of the accused who has the 
authority to convene a court-martial of 
the kind that adjudged the sentence may 
suspend or remit any part of the 
unexecuted part of any sentence by 
summary court-martial or of any 
sentence by special court-martial that 
does not include a bad-conduct 
discharge regardless of whether the 
person acting has previously approved 
the sentence. The ‘“‘unexecuted part of 
any sentence” is that part that has been 
approved and ordered executed but that 
has not actually been carried out.” 

(oo) R.C.M. 1301(c) is amended to 
read as follows: 

[Note: R.C.M. 1301(c) applies to offenses 
committed on or after 24 June 2014. The 
previous version of R.C.M. 1301(c) is 
located in Appendix 29.] 

(pp) R.C.M. 1301(c) is amended to 
number the current paragraph as (1) and 
insert a new second paragraph after the 
current Discussion as follows: 

(2) Notwithstanding subsection (c)(1) 
above, summary courts-martial do not 
have jurisdiction over offenses under 
Articles 120(a), 120(b), 120b(a), 120b(b), 
forcible sodomy under Article 125, and 
attempts thereof under Article 80, 
UCM]. Such offenses shall not be 
referred to a summary court-martial.”’ 

(qq) R.C.M. 406(b)(2) and R.C.M. 1103 
are amended by changing “‘report of 
investigation” to “report of preliminary 
hearing”’ for offenses committed on or 
after 26 December 2014. 

(rr) R.C.M. 603(b) and R.C.M. 
912(f)(1)(F) are amended by changing 
‘“‘an investigating officer’ to “a 
preliminary hearing officer’ for offenses 
committed on or after 26 December 
2014. 

(ss) R.C.M. 705(c)(2)(E), R.C.M. 
905(b)(1), and R.C.M. 906(b)(3) are 
amended by changing ‘Article 32 
investigation” to “Article 32 
preliminary hearing”’ for offenses 
committed on or after 26 December 
2014. 

(tt) R.C.M. 706(a), R.C.M. 706(c)(3)(A), 
R.C.M. 902(b)(2), R.C.M. 912(a)(1)(K), 
R.C.M. 1106(b), and R.C.M. 1112(c) are 
amended by changing “investigating 
officer’’ to ‘‘preliminary hearing officer”’ 
for offenses committed on or after 26 
December 2014. 

Sec. 2. Part III of the Manual for 
Courts-Martial, United States, is 
amended as follows: 

(a) Mil. R. Evid. 412(c)(2) is amended 
to read as follows: 

(2) Before admitting evidence under 
this rule, the military judge must 


conduct a hearing, which shall be 
closed. At this hearing, the parties may 
call witnesses, including the alleged 
victim, and offer relevant evidence. The 
alleged victim must be afforded a 
reasonable opportunity to attend and be 
heard. The right to be heard under this 
rule includes the right to be heard 
through counsel. In a case before a 
court-martial comprised of a military 
judge and members, the military judge 
shall conduct the hearing outside the 
presence of the members pursuant to 
Article 39(a). The motion, related 
papers, and the record of the hearing 
must be sealed in accordance with 
R.C.M. 1103A and remain under seal 
unless the military judge or an appellate 
court orders otherwise.” 

(b) Mil. R. Evid. 513(e)(2) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) Before ordering the production or 
admission of evidence of a patient’s 
records or communication, the military 
judge shall conduct a hearing. Upon the 
motion of counsel for either party and 
upon good cause shown, the military 
judge may order the hearing closed. At 
the hearing, the parties may call 
witnesses, including the patient, and 
offer other relevant evidence. The 
patient shall be afforded a reasonable 
opportunity to attend the hearing and be 
heard at the patient’s own expense 
unless the patient has been otherwise 
subpoenaed or ordered to appear at the 
hearing. The right to be heard under this 
rule includes the right to be heard 
through counsel. However, the 
proceedings shall not be unduly delayed 
for this purpose. In a case before a court- 
martial comprised of a military judge 
and members, the military judge shall 
conduct the hearing outside the 
presence of the members.” 

(c) The title of Mil. R. Evid. 514 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Victim advocate-victim and DoD 
Safe Helpline staff-victim privilege.”’ 

(d) Mil. R. Evid. 514(a) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(a) General Rule. A victim has a 
privilege to refuse to disclose and to 
prevent any other person from 
disclosing a confidential 
communication made between the 
alleged victim and a victim advocate or 
between the alleged victim and DoD 
Safe Helpline staff, in a case arising 
under the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice, if such communication was 
made for the purpose of facilitating 
advice or assistance to the alleged 
victim.” 

(e) Mil. R. Evid. 514(b)(3)—(5) is 
amended to read as follows 

(3) “DoD Safe Helpline staff’ is a 
person who is designated by competent 
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authority in writing as DoD Safe 
Helpline staff. 

(4) A communication is 
“confidential” if made in the course of 
the victim advocate-victim relationship 
or DoD Safe Helpline staff-victim 
relationship and not intended to be 
disclosed to third persons other than 
those to whom disclosure is made in 
furtherance of the rendition of advice or 
assistance to the alleged victim or those 
reasonably necessary for such 
transmission of the communication. 

(5) “Evidence of a victim’s records or 
communications” means testimony of a 
victim advocate or DoD Safe Helpline 
staff, or records that pertain to 
communications by a victim to a victim 
advocate or DoD Safe Helpline staff, for 
the purposes of advising or providing 
assistance to the victim.” 

(g) Mil. R. Evid. 514(c) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(c) Who May Claim the Privilege. The 
privilege may be claimed by the victim 
or the guardian or conservator of the 
victim. A person who may claim the 
privilege may authorize trial counsel or 
a counsel representing the victim to 
claim the privilege on his or her behalf. 
The victim advocate or DoD Safe 
Helpline staff who received the 
communication may claim the privilege 
on behalf of the victim. The authority of 
such a victim advocate, DoD Safe 
Helpline staff, guardian, conservator, or 
a counsel representing the victim to so 
assert the privilege is presumed in the 
absence of evidence to the contrary.” 

(h) Mil. R. Evid. 514(d)(2)-(4) is 
amended to read as follows: 

(2) When federal law, state law, 
Department of Defense regulation, or 
service regulation imposes a duty to 
report information contained in a 
communication; 

(3) When a victim advocate or DoD 
Safe Helpline staff believes that a 
victim’s mental or emotional condition 
makes the victim a danger to any 
person, including the victim; 

(4) If the communication clearly 
contemplated the future commission of 
a fraud or crime, or if the services of the 
victim advocate or DoD Safe Helpline 
staff are sought or obtained to enable or 
aid anyone to commit or plan to commit 
what the victim knew or reasonably 
should have known to be a crime or 
fraud;” 

(j) Mil. R. Evid. 514(e)(2) is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(2) Before ordering the production or 
admission of evidence of a victim’s 
records or communication, the military 
judge must conduct a hearing. Upon the 
motion of counsel for either party and 
upon good cause shown, the military 
judge may order the hearing closed. At 


the hearing, the parties may call 
witnesses, including the victim, and 
offer other relevant evidence. The 
victim must be afforded a reasonable 
opportunity to attend the hearing and be 
heard at the victim’s own expense 
unless the victim has been otherwise 
subpoenaed or ordered to appear at the 
hearing. The right to be heard under this 
rule includes the right to be heard 
through counsel. However, the 
proceedings may not be unduly delayed 
for this purpose. In a case before a court- 
martial composed of a military judge 
and members, the military judge must 
conduct the hearing outside the 
presence of the members.” 

(k) Mil. R. Evid. 615(e) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“‘(e) A victim of an offense from the 
trial of an accused for that offense, 
unless the military judge, after receiving 
clear and convincing evidence, 
determines that testimony by the victim 
would be materially altered if the victim 
heard other testimony at that hearing or 
proceeding.”’ 

Sec. 3. Part IV of the Manual for 
Courts-Martial, United States, is 
amended as follows: 

(a) Paragraph 5, Article 81— 
Conspiracy, subsection a. is amended to 
read as follows: 

“a. Text of statute. 

(a) Any person subject to this chapter 
who conspires with any other person to 
commit an offense under this chapter 
shall, if one or more of the conspirators 
does an act to effect the object of the 
conspiracy, be punished as a court- 
martial may direct. 

(b) Any person subject to this chapter 
who conspires with any other person to 
commit an offense under the law of war, 
and who knowingly does an overt act to 
effect the object of the conspiracy, shall 
be punished, if death results to one or 
more of the victims, by death or such 
other punishment as a court-martial or 
military commission may direct, and, if 
death does not result to any of the 
victims, by such punishment, other than 
death, as a court-martial or military 
commission may direct.”’ 

(b) Paragraph 5, Article 81— 
Conspiracy, subsection b. is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘“b. Elements. 

(1) Conspiracy. 

(a) That the accused entered into an 
agreement with one or more persons to 
commit an offense under the UCM]; and 

(b) That, while the agreement 
continued to exist, and while the 
accused remained a party to the 
agreement, the accused or at least one of 
the co-conspirators performed an overt 
act for the purpose of bringing about the 
object of the conspiracy. 


(2) Conspiracy when offense is an 
offense under the law of war resulting in 
the death of one or more victims. 

(a) That the accused entered into an 
agreement with one or more persons to 
commit an offense under the law of war; 

(b) That, while the agreement 
continued to exist, and while the 
accused remained a party to the 
agreement, the accused knowingly 
performed an overt act for the purpose 
of bringing about the object of the 
conspiracy; and 

(c) That death resulted to one or more 
victims.” 

(c) Paragraph 5, Article 81— 
Conspiracy, paragraph e. is amended by 
adding ‘‘However, if the offense is also 
an offense under the law of war, the 
person knowingly performed an overt 
act for the purpose of bringing about the 
object of the conspiracy, and death 
results to one or more victims, the death 
penalty shall be an available 
punishment.” to the end of the 
paragraph. 

(d) Paragraph 5, Article 81— 
Conspiracy, paragraph f. is amended to 
read as follows: 

“f. Sample specifications. 

(1) Conspiracy. 

In that ___ (personal 
jurisdiction data), did, (at/on board— 
location) (subject-matter jurisdiction 
data, if required), on or about 
20. __, conspired with 
(and —si) to commit an offense 
under the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice, to wit: (larceny of. ae 
ofavalueof(about)$ —_—_is, the 
property of ———_), and in order to 
effect the object of the conspiracy the 
said (and. ___) did 


(2) Conspiracy when offense is an 
offense under the law of war resulting in 
the death of one or more victims. 

Inthat —_ (personal 
jurisdiction data), did, (at/on board— 
location) (subject-matter jurisdiction 
data, if required), on or about _ 
20. ~~, conspired with 
(andy ) to commit an offense 
under the law of war, to wit: (murder of 
J), and in order to effect the 
object of the conspiracy the 
said —___ knowingly did 

__ resulting in the death of 





(e) Paragraph 16, Article 92—Failure 
to obey order or regulation, is amended 
by inserting the following text after 
subparagraph b(3)(c) and adding a new 
subparagraph b(3)(d): 

“(Note: In cases where the dereliction of 
duty resulted in death or grievous 
bodily harm, add the following as 
applicable) 
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(d) That such dereliction of duty 
resulted in death or grievous bodily 
harm to a person other than the 
accused.” 

(f) Paragraph 16, Article 92—Failure 
to obey order or regulation, is amended 
by inserting new subparagraphs c(3)(e) 
and (f) as follows: 

‘‘(e) Grievous bodily harm. ‘‘Grievous 
bodily harm” means serious bodily 
injury. It does not include minor 
injuries, such as a black eye or a bloody 
nose, but does include fractured or 
dislocated bones, deep cuts, torn 
members of the body, serious damage to 
internal organs, and other serious bodily 
injuries. 

(f) Where the dereliction of duty 
resulted in death or grievous bodily 
harm, an intent to cause death or 
grievous bodily harm is not required.”’ 

(g) Paragraph 16, Article 92—Failure 
to obey order or regulation, is amended 
by inserting new subparagraph e(3)(B), 
re-lettering the existing subparagraph 
e(3)(B) as subparagraph e(3)(C) and 
inserting a new subparagraph e(3)(D) as 
follows: 

‘(B) Through neglect or culpable 
inefficiency resulting in death or 
grievous bodily harm. Bad-conduct 
discharge, forfeiture of all pay and 
allowances, and confinement for 18 
months. 

(C) Willful. Bad-conduct discharge, 
forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and 
confinement for 6 months. 

(D) Willful dereliction of duty 
resulting in death or grievous bodily 
harm. Dishonorable discharge, forfeiture 


“Through neglect or culpable inefficiency ...... 
Through neglect or culpable inefficiency resulting in death or grievous bodily 


harm. 


I ipieticipcitcinnnichcenierehg ibaa been enatnabinimipmionscaaite 
Willful dereliction of duty resulting in death or grievous bodily harm 


(b) Article 93, Cruelty & maltreatment 
of subordinates is amended to read as 
follows: 


“Cruelty & maltreatment of subordinates ........ 


(c) Article 118, Murder is amended to 
delete the superscript ‘‘4”’ attached to 
“Life” under the heading 


of all pay and allowances, and 
confinement for 2 years.”’ 

(h) Paragraph 16, Article 92—Failure 
to obey order or regulation, is amended 
by inserting new subparagraph f(4) as 
follows: 

(4) Dereliction in the performance of 
duties. 


Inthat, — —_s (personal 
jurisdiction data), who (knew) (should 
have known) of his/her duties (at/on 
board—location) (subject-matter 
jurisdiction data, if required), (on or 
about 20 )(fromabout 20 
_.__ toabout — —-20 ~__), was 
derelict in the performance of those 
duties in that he/she (negligently) 
(willfully) (by culpable inefficiency) 
failed = _, as it was his/her duty 
to do (, and that such dereliction of duty 
resulted in (grievous bodily harm, to 
wit: (broken leg) (deep cut) (fractured 
skull) to) (the death of) 

:) 

(Note: For (1) and (2) above, the 
punishment set forth does not apply in 
the following cases: if, in the absence of 
the order or regulation which was 
violated or not obeyed, the accused 
would on the same facts be subject to 
conviction for another specific offense 
for which a lesser punishment is 
prescribed; or, if the violation or failure 
to obey is a breach of restraint imposed 
as a result of an order. In these 
instances, the maximum punishment is 
that specifically prescribed elsewhere 
for that particular offense.)”’ 


BCD 


“Confinement” for ‘‘article 118(1) or 
(4)”. 

(d) Article 134 is amended by 
inserting a new section “Stolen 


“Stolen property: knowingly receiving, buying, concealing 


Of a value of $500.00 or leSS .......ceceeeeeeeees 
Of a value of more than $500.00 ............... 


INGO -cccxccecs 


(i) Paragraph 17, Article 93—Cruelty 
and maltreatment, paragraph e. is 
amended to read as follows: 

“e, Maximum punishment. 
Dishonorable discharge, forfeiture of all 
pay and allowances, and confinement 
for 2 years.” 

(j) Paragraph 57, Article 131—Perjury, 
paragraphs c. is amended by changing 
“an investigation conducted under 
Article 32” to ‘‘a preliminary hearing 
conducted under Article 32” and by 
changing ‘‘an Article 32 investigation” 
to ‘an Article 32 preliminary hearing” 
for offenses occurring on or after 26 
December 2014. 

(k) Paragraph 96, Article 134— 
Obstructing justice, paragraph f. is 
amended by changing “‘an investigating 
officer” to ‘‘a preliminary hearing 
officer” and by changing ‘‘before such 
investigating officer’ to ‘‘before such 
preliminary hearing officer’ for offenses 
occurring on or after 26 December 2014. 

(1) Paragraph 96a, Article 134— 
Wrongful interference with an adverse 
administrative proceeding, paragraph f. 
is amended by changing “an 
investigating officer” to ‘‘a preliminary 
hearing officer’’ and by changing 
‘before such investigating officer’’ to 
‘before such preliminary hearing 
officer” for offenses occurring on or 
after 26 December 2014. 

Sec. 4. Appendix 12, Maximum 
Punishment Chart is amended and reads 
as follows: 

(a) Article 92, Failure to obey order, 
regulation, Dereliction in performance 
of duties is amended to read as follows: 


Be a SMOG. accccdssscdetncsvacnsss 2 ore NS 
pete eke TGIMNOS.. sccccscssrcccsonccese LORRI 

ee re GIMOGe secbscieccecavccussniia,” OMe 

sash mace SVPS. acs csestcceiacesatises WORE. 
eases DINERS ci ctacecnente: “MOREE 


property: knowingly receiving, buying, 
concealing” before the entry for Article 
134 ‘‘Straggling”’ as follows: 


SV Eta, sheactaves aumnasarnenes 
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Sec. 5. Appendix 21, Analysis of 
Rules for Courts-Martial is amended as 
follows: 

(a) Rule 201 is amended to insert the 
following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment. The discussion 
was amended in light of Solorio v. 
United States, 483 U.S. 435 (1987). 
O’Callahan v. Parker, 395 U.S. 258 
(1969), held that an offense under the 
Code could not be tried by court-martial 
unless the offense was ‘‘service 
connected.”’ Solorio overruled 
O’Callahan. The struck language was 
inadvertently left in prior revisions of 
the Manual.” 

(b) Rule 201(f) is amended to insert 
the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment: R.C.M. 
201(f)(2)(D) was created to implement 
Section 1705 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 
P.L. 113-66, 26 December 2013, and 
applies to offenses occurring on or after 
24 June 2014. Sec. 1705(c), P.L. 113- 
66.” 

(c) Rule 305(i) is amended to insert 
the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment: R.C.M. 305{(i)(2) 
was revised to implement Articles 
6b(a)(2)(E) and 6b(a)(4)(A), UCMJ, as 
created by Section 1701 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 December 
2013.” 

(d) Rule 305 is amended to insert the 
following at the end: 

“(n) 2014 Amendment: R.C.M. 305(n) 
was created to implement Article 
6b(a)(2)(E), UCMJ, as created by Section 
1701 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 
P.L. 113-66, 26 December 2013.” 

(e) Anew Analysis section is inserted 
for Rule 404A and reads as follows: 

“2014 Amendment. This is a new rule 
created to implement Section 1702 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013, and applies to offenses 
occurring on or after 26 December 2014. 
Sec. 1702(d)(1), P.L. 113-66. 

(f) The existing analysis to Rule 405 
is removed and new analysis is inserted 
to read as follows: 

“2014 Amendment. This rule was 
substantially revised by Section 1702 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013. This new rule takes 
effect on 26 December 2014. Sec. 
1702(d)(1), P.L. 113-66. For offenses 
occurring prior to 26 December 2014, 
refer to prior versions of R.C.M. 405. For 
Article 32 hearings covering offenses 
occurring both before and on or after 26 
December 2014, rules contained within 
prior versions of R.C.M. 405 should be 
used for offenses before 26 December 


2014, and this rule should be used for 
offenses occurring on or after 26 
December 2014.” The analysis related to 
the prior version of R.C.M. 405 is 
located in Appendix 30. 

(g) Rule 601(f) is amended by 
removing the word “new” before 
“provision” 

(h) Rule 601 is amended by inserting 
the following at the end: 

“(g) Parallel convening authorities. 
The intent of this new provision is to 
allow a successor convening authority 
to exercise full authority over charges, 
without having to effectuate re-referral 
or potentially a new trial. The 
subsection incorporates a 
recommendation of the May 2013 report 
of the Defense Legal Policy Board 
(DLPB), Report of the Subcommittee on 
Military Justice in Combat Zones. The 
DLPB is a Federal Advisory Committee 
established to provide independent 
advice to the Secretary of Defense. The 
DLPB found that an inhibition to 
retaining cases in an area of operations 
is the inability of a convening authority 
to transmit a case to another convening 
authority after referral of charges 
without having to withdraw the 
charges.” 

(i) Rule 801(a) is amended to insert 
the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment: R.C.M. 801(a)(6) 
was created to implement Section 1701 
of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013.” 

(j) Rule 806(b) is amended by 
inserting the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment: R.C.M. 806(b)(2) 
was revised to implement Article 
6b(a)(3), UCMJ, as created by Section 
1701 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 
P.L. 113-66, 26 December 2013.” 

(k) Rule 906(b) is amended to insert 
the following at the end: 

2014 Amendment: R.C.M. 906(b)(8) 
was revised to implement Articles 
6b(a)(2)(E) and 6b(a)(4)(A), UCMJ, as 
created by Section 1701 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 December 
2013.” 

(1) Rule 1001(a) is amended by 
inserting the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment: R.C.M. 1001(a)(1) 
was revised to implement Article 
6b(a)(4)(B), UCMJ, as created by Section 
1701 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 
P.L. 113-66, 26 December 2013.” 

(m) A new Analysis section is 
inserted for Rule 1001A and reads as 
follows: 

“2014 Amendment. R.C.M. 1001A 
was added to implement Article 
6b(a)(4)(B), UCMJ, as created by Section 


1701 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 
P.L. 113-66, 26 December 2013. 

(n) Rule 1103A is amended to insert 
the following: 

“This rule shall be implemented in a 
manner consistent with Executive Order 
12958, as amended, concerning 
classified national security 
information.”’ 

(o) Rule 1105(b) is amended to insert 
the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment: R.C.M. 1105(b) 
was revised to implement Section 1706 
of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013, and applies to offenses 
occurring on or after 24 June 2014.” 

(p) Rule 1107(b) is amended to insert 
the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment: This subsection 
was revised to implement Article 60(c), 
UCM], as amended by Section 1702 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013, as well as Section 1706 
of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013, and applies to offenses 
occurring on or after 24 June 2014. For 
offenses occurring prior to 24 June 2014, 
refer to prior versions of R.C.M. 
1107(b).” 

(q) The existing analysis to Rule 
1107(c) is removed and new analysis is 
inserted as follows: 

“2014 Amendment: This subsection 
was substantially revised to implement 
Article 60(c), UCMJ, as amended by 
Section 1702 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 
P.L. 113-66, 26 December 2013, and 
applies to offenses occurring on or after 
24 June 2014. For offenses occurring 
prior to 24 June 2014, refer to prior 
versions of R.C.M. 1107(c).” 

(r) The existing analysis to Rule 
1107(d) is removed and new analysis is 
inserted as follows: 

“2014 Amendment: This subsection 
was substantially revised to implement 
Article 60(c), UCMJ, as amended by 
Section 1702 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 
P.L. 113-66, 26 December 2013, and 
applies to offenses occurring on or after 
24 June 2014. For offenses occurring 
prior to 24 June 2014, refer to prior 
versions of R.C.M. 1107(d).” 

(s) Rule 1107(f) is amended by 
inserting the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment: This subsection 
was revised to implement Article 60(c), 
UCMJ, as amended by Section 1702 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013, and applies to offenses 
occurring on or after 24 June 2014. For 
offenses occurring prior to 24 June 2014, 
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refer to prior versions of R.C.M. 
1107(f).” 

(t) Rule 1108(b) is amended by 
inserting the following at the end: 

‘2014 Amendment: This subsection 
was revised to implement Article 60(c), 
UCMJ, as amended by Section 1702 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013, and applies to offenses 
occurring on or after 24 June 2014. For 
offenses occurring prior to 24 June 2014, 
refer to prior versions of R.C.M. 
1108(b).”’ 

(u) Rule 1301(c) is amended by 
inserting the following at the end: 

‘2014 Amendment: This subsection 
was revised to implement Section 1705 
of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013, and applies to offenses 
occurring on or after 24 June 2014. Sec. 
1705(c), P.L. 113-66.” 

Sec. 6. Appendix 22, Analysis of the 
Military Rules of Evidence is amended 
as follows: 

(a) Rule 412 is amended by inserting 
the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment. Rule 412(c)(2) 
was revised in accordance with L.R.M. 
v. Kastenberg, 72 M.J. 364 (C.A.A.F. 
2013).” 

(b) Rule 513 is amended by inserting 
the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment. Rule 513(e)(2) 
was revised in accordance with L.R.M. 
v. Kastenberg, 72 M.J. 364 (C.A.A.F. 
2013).”’ 

(c) Rule 514 is amended by inserting 
the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment. Rule 514(e)(2) 
was revised in accordance with L.R.M. 
v. Kastenberg, 72 M.J. 364 (C.A.A.F. 
2013). Rule 514 was also revised to 
protect communications made to the 
DoD Safe Helpline, which is a crisis 
support service for victims of sexual 
assault in the Department of Defense. 
The DoD Safe Helpline was established 
in 2011 under a contract with the Rape, 
Abuse & Incest National Network.” 

(d) Rule 615 is amended by inserting 
the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment: Rule 615(e) was 
revised to implement Section 1701 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2014, P.L. 113-66, 26 
December 2013.” 

Sec. 7. Appendix 23, Analysis of 
Punitive Articles is amended as follows: 
Paragraph 16, Article 92—Failure to 
obey order or regulation, is amended by 

inserting the following at the end: 

“2014 Amendment. Subsection b(3) 
was amended to increase the 
punishment for dereliction of duty 
when such dereliction results in 
grievous bodily harm or death. 
Subsection b(3)(d) incorporates a 


recommendation of the May 2013 report 
of the Defense Legal Policy Board 
(DLPB), Report of the Subcommittee on 
Military Justice in Combat Zones. The 
DLPB is a Federal Advisory Committee 
established to provide independent 
advice to the Secretary of Defense. The 
DLPB subcommittee primarily focused 
on civilian casualties in a deployed 
environment, and the DLPB found that 
the maximum punishment for 
dereliction of duty was not 
commensurate with the potential 
consequences of dereliction resulting in 
civilian casualties. The DLPB also found 
that the available punishment did not 
make alternative dispositions to court- 
martial a practical option because there 
was little incentive for an accused to 
accept these alternatives. This rule 
expands on the recommendation of the 
DLPB and includes elevated maximum 
punishment for dereliction of duty that 
results in death or grievous bodily harm 
suffered by any person.” 

Sec. 8. The Discussion to Part II of the 
Manual for Courts-Martial, United 
States, is amended as follows: 

(a) The Discussion following R.C.M. 
201(a)(2) is amended to read as follows: 

“Except insofar as required by the 
Constitution, the Code, or the Manual, 
such as persons listed under Article 
2(a)(10), jurisdiction of courts-martial 
does not depend on where the offense 
was committed.” 

(b) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately following R.C.M. 
201(f)(2)(D): 

‘Pursuant to the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 
only a general court-martial has 
jurisdiction over penetrative sex 
offenses under Articles 120, 120b, and 
125, UCMJ.” 

(c) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 
305(i)(2)(A)(iv): 

‘Personal appearance by the victim is 
not required. A victim’s right to be 
reasonably heard at a 7-day review may 
also be accomplished telephonically, by 
videoteleconference, or by written 
statement.” 

(d) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 305(j)(1)(C): 

“Upon a motion for release from 
pretrial confinement, a victim of an 
alleged offense committed by the 
prisoner has the right to reasonable, 
accurate, and timely notice of the 
motion and any hearing, the right to 
consult with counsel representing the 
government, and the right to be 
reasonably heard. Inability to reasonably 
afford a victim these rights shall not 
delay the proceedings.”’ 

(e) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 305(n): 


‘For purposes of this rule, the term 
“victim of an alleged offense’? means a 
person who has suffered direct physical, 
emotional, or pecuniary harm as a result 
of the commission of an offense under 
the UCMJ.” 

(f) The discussion section following 
R.C.M. 404(e) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘A preliminary hearing should be 
directed when it appears that the 
charges are of such a serious nature that 
trial by general court-martial may be 
warranted. See R.C.M. 405. Ifa 
preliminary hearing of the subject 
matter already has been conducted, see 
R.C.M. 405(b) and 405(e)(2).”’ 

(g) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately following R.C.M. 404A(d): 

‘The purposes of this rule are to 
provide the accused with the documents 
used to make the determination to 
prefer charges and direct a preliminary 
hearing, and to allow the accused to 
prepare for the preliminary hearing. 
This rule is not intended to be a tool for 
discovery and does not impose the same 
discovery obligations found in R.C.M. 
405 prior to amendments required by 
the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2014 or R.C.M. 701. 
Additional rules for disclosure of 
witnesses and other evidence in the 
preliminary hearing are provided in 
R.C.M. 405(g).” 

(h) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(a): 

“The function of the preliminary 
hearing is to ascertain and impartially 
weigh the facts needed for the limited 
scope and purpose of the preliminary 
hearing. The preliminary hearing is not 
intended to perfect a case against the 
accused and is not intended to serve as 
a means of discovery or to provide a 
right of confrontation required at trial. 
Determinations and recommendations 
of the preliminary hearing officer are 
advisory. 

Failure to substantially comply with 
the requirements of Article 32, which 
failure prejudices the accused, may 
result in delay in disposition of the case 
or disapproval of the proceedings. See 
R.C.M. 905(b)(1) and 906(b)(3) 
concerning motions for appropriate 
relief relating to the preliminary 
hearing. 

The accused may waive the 
preliminary hearing. See subsection (k) 
of this rule. In such case, no preliminary 
hearing need be held. However, the 
convening authority authorized to direct 
the preliminary hearing may direct that 
it be conducted notwithstanding the 
waiver.” 

(i) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(d)(1): 
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“The preliminary hearing officer, if 
not a judge advocate, should be an 
officer in the grade of O-4 or higher. The 
preliminary hearing officer may seek 
legal advice concerning the preliminary 
hearing officer’s responsibilities from an 
impartial source, but may not obtain 
such advice from counsel for any party 
or counsel for a victim.” 

(j) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(e)(2): 

“Except as set forth in subsection (h) 
below, the Mil. R. Evid. do not apply at 
a preliminary hearing. Except as 
prohibited elsewhere in this rule, a 
preliminary hearing officer may 
consider evidence, including hearsay, 
which would not be admissible at trial.’’ 

(k) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(f)(2)(G): 

“Unsworn statements by the accused, 
unlike those made under R.C.M. 
1001(c)(2), shall be limited to matters in 
defense and mitigation.” 

(1) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(g)(1)(C): 

‘““A commanding officer’s 
determination of whether an individual 
is available, as well as the means by 
which the individual is available, is a 
balancing test. The more important the 
testimony of the witness, the greater the 
difficulty, expense, delay, or effect on 
military operations must be to deny 
production of the witness. Based on 
operational necessity and mission 
requirements, the witness’s 
commanding officer may authorize the 
witness to testify by video conference, 
telephone, or similar means of remote 
testimony. Factors to be considered in 
making this determination include the 
costs of producing the witness; the 
timing of the request for production of 
the witness; the potential delay in the 
proceeding that may be caused by the 
production of the witness; and the 
likelihood of significant interference 
with operational deployment, mission 
accomplishment, or essential training.”’ 

(m) A new Discussion section is 
added immediately after R.C.M. 
405(g)(2)(C): 

“Factors to be considered in making 
this determination include the costs of 
producing the witness; the timing of the 
request for production of the witness; 
the potential delay in the proceeding 
that may be caused by the production of 
the witness; the willingness of the 
witness to testify in person; and, for 
child witnesses, the traumatic effect of 
providing in-person testimony. Civilian 
witnesses may not be compelled to 
provide testimony at a preliminary 
hearing. Civilian witnesses may be paid 
for travel and associated expenses to 
testify at a preliminary hearing. See 


Department of Defense Joint Travel 
Regulations.”’ 

n) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 
405(g)(3)(B)(iii): 

‘““A subpoena duces tecum to produce 
books, papers, documents, data, 
electronically stored information, or 
other objects for a preliminary hearing 
pursuant to Article 32 may be issued by 
counsel for the government. The 
preliminary hearing officer has no 
authority to issue a subpoena duces 
tecum. However, the preliminary 
hearing officer may direct counsel for 
the government to issue a subpoena 
duces tecum for defense-requested 
evidence.” 

(o) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(h)(5): 

“Before considering evidence offered 
under subsection (h)(2), the preliminary 
hearing officer must determine that the 
evidence offered is relevant for the 
limited scope and purpose of the 
hearing, that the evidence is proper 
under subsection (h)(2), and that the 
probative value of such evidence 
outweighs the danger of unfair prejudice 
to the alleged victim’s privacy. The 
preliminary hearing officer shall set 
forth any limitations on the scope of 
such evidence. 

Evidence offered under subsection 
(h)(2) above must be protected pursuant 
to the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 U.S.C. 

§ 552a. Although Mil. R. Evid. 
412(b)(1)(C) allows admission of 
evidence of the victim’s sexual behavior 
or predisposition at trial when it is 
constitutionally required, there is no 
constitutional requirement at an Article 
32 hearing. There is likewise no 
constitutional requirement for a pretrial 
hearing officer to consider evidence 
under Mil. R. Evid. 513(d)(8), and 
514(d)(6) at an Article 32 hearing. 
Evidence deemed admissible by the 
preliminary hearing officer should be 
made a part of the report of preliminary 
hearing. See subsection (j)(2)(C), infra. 
Evidence not considered, and the 
testimony taken during a closed hearing, 
should not be included in the report of 
preliminary hearing but should be 
appropriately safeguarded or sealed. 
The preliminary hearing officer and 
counsel representing the government are 
responsible for careful handling of any 
such evidence to prevent unauthorized 
viewing or disclosure.” 

(p) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(i)(1): 

“A preliminary hearing officer may 
only consider evidence within the 
limited purpose of the preliminary 
hearing and shall ensure that the scope 
of the hearing is limited to that purpose. 
When the preliminary hearing officer 


finds that evidence offered by either 
party is not within the scope of the 
hearing, he shall inform the parties and 
halt the presentation of that 
information.”’ 

(q) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(i)(3)(A): 

“The following oath may be given to 
witnesses: 

“Do you (swear) (affirm) that the 
evidence you give shall be the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth 
(so help you God)?” 

The preliminary hearing officer is 
required to include in the report of the 
preliminary hearing a summary of the 
substance of all testimony. See 
subsection (j)(2)(B) of this rule. After the 
hearing, the preliminary hearing officer 
should, whenever possible, reduce the 
substance of the testimony of each 
witness to writing. 

All substantially verbatim notes of 
testimony and recordings of testimony 
should be preserved until the end of 
trial. 

If during the preliminary hearing any 
witness subject to the Code is suspected 
of an offense under the Code, the 
preliminary hearing officer should 
comply with the warning requirements 
of Mil. R. Evid. 305(c), (d), and, if 
necessary (e). 

Bearing in mind that counsel are 
responsible for preparing and presenting 
their cases, the preliminary hearing 
officer may ask a witness questions 
relevant to the limited scope and 
purpose of the hearing. When 
questioning a witness, the preliminary 
hearing officer may not depart from an 
impartial role and become an advocate 
for either side.” 

(r) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(i)(6): 

“Counsel for the government shall 
provide victims with access to, or a 
copy of, the recording of the 
proceedings in accordance with such 
regulations as the Secretary concerned 
may prescribe.” 

(s) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(j)(1): 

“If practicable, the charges and the 
report of preliminary hearing should be 
forwarded to the general court-martial 
convening authority within 8 days after 
an accused is ordered into arrest or 
confinement. See Article 33, UCMJ.” 

(t) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(j)(2)(K): 

“The preliminary hearing officer may 
include any additional matters useful to 
the convening authority in determining 
disposition. The preliminary hearing 
officer may recommend that the charges 
and specifications be amended or that 
additional charges be preferred. See 
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R.C.M. 306 and 401 concerning other 
possible dispositions.” 

(u) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 405(k): 

“See also R.C.M. 905(b)(1); 906(b)(3). 

The convening authority who receives 
an objection may direct that the 
preliminary hearing be reopened or take 
other action, as appropriate.”’ 

(v) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 601(g): 

“Parallel convening authorities are 
those convening authorities that possess 
the same court-martial jurisdiction 
authority. Examples of permissible 
transmittal of charges under this rule 
include the transmittal from a general 
court-martial convening authority to 
another general court-martial convening 
authority, or from one special court- 
martial convening authority to another 
special court-martial convening 
authority. It would be impracticable for 
an original convening authority to 
continue exercising authority over the 
charges, for example, when a command 
is being decommissioned or inactivated, 
or when deploying or redeploying and 
the accused is remaining behind. If 
charges have been referred, there is no 
requirement that the charges be 
withdrawn or dismissed prior to 
transfer. See R.C.M. 604. In the event 
that the case has been referred, the 
receiving convening authority may 
adopt the original court-martial 
convening order, including the court- 
martial panel selected to hear the case 
as indicated in that convening order. 
When charges are transmitted under this 
rule, no recommendation as to 
disposition may be made.” 

(w) A new Discussion section is 
added immediately after R.C.M. 
801(a)(6)(A): 

“The rights that a designee may 
exercise on behalf of a victim include 
the right to receive notice of public 
hearings in the case; the right to be 
reasonably heard at such hearings, if 
permitted by law; and the right to confer 
with counsel representing the 
government at such hearings. The 
designee may also be the custodial 
guardian of the child. 

When determining whom to appoint 
under this rule, the military judge may 
consider the following: the age and 
maturity, relationship to the victim, and 
physical proximity of any proposed 
designee; the costs incurred in effecting 
the appointment; the willingness of the 
proposed designee to serve in such a 
role; the previous appointment of a 
guardian by another court of competent 
jurisdiction; the preference of the 
victim; any potential delay in any 
proceeding that may be caused by a 


specific appointment; and any other 
relevant information.”’ 

(x) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 801(a)(6)(B)(i): 

‘In the event a case involves multiple 
victims who are entitled to notice under 
this rule, each victim is only entitled to 
notice relating to their own designated 
representative.” 

(y) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 801(a)(6)(D): 

“The term “victim of an offense under 
the UCMJ” means a person who has 
suffered direct physical, emotional, or 
pecuniary harm as a result of the 
commission of an offense under the 
UCM]. ‘“‘Good Cause”’ means adequate or 
reasonable grounds to believe that the 
individual appointed to assume the 
victim’s rights is not acting or does not 
intend to act in the best interest of the 
victim.” 

(z) The Discussion section following 
R.C.M. 806(b)(1) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“The military judge must ensure that 
the dignity and decorum of the 
proceedings are maintained and that the 
other rights and interests of the parties 
and society are protected. Public access 
to a session may be limited, specific 
persons excluded from the courtroom, 
and, under unusual circumstances, a 
session may be closed. 

Exclusion of specific persons, if 
unreasonable under the circumstances, 
may violate the accused’s right to a 
public trial, even though other 
spectators remain. Whenever specific 
persons or some members of the public 
are excluded, exclusion must be limited 
in time and scope to the minimum 
extent necessary to achieve the purpose 
for which it is ordered. Prevention of 
overcrowding or noise may justify 
limiting access to the courtroom. 
Disruptive or distracting appearance or 
conduct may justify excluding specific 
persons. Specific persons may be 
excluded when necessary to protect 
witnesses from harm or intimidation. 
Access may be reduced when no other 
means is available to relieve a witness’ 
inability to testify due to embarrassment 
or extreme nervousness. Witnesses will 
ordinarily be excluded from the 
courtroom so that they cannot hear the 
testimony of other witnesses. See Mil. R. 
Evid. 615. 

For purposes of this rule, the term 
“victim of an alleged offense” means a 
person who has suffered direct, 
physical, emotional, or pecuniary harm 
as a result of the commission of an 
offense under the UCMJ.”’ 

(aa) The discussion section following 
R.C.M. 906(b)(9) is amended to read as 
follows: 


‘‘A motion for severance is a request 
that one or more accused against whom 
charges have been referred to a joint or 
common trial be tried separately. Such 
a request should be granted if good 
cause is shown. For example, a 
severance may be appropriate when: the 
moving party wishes to use the 
testimony of one or more of the 
coaccused or the spouse of a coaccused; 
a defense of a coaccused is antagonistic 
to the moving party; or evidence as to 
any other accused will improperly 
prejudice the moving accused. 

If a severance is granted by the 
military judge, the military judge will 
decide which accused will be tried first. 
See R.C.M. 801(a)(1). In the case of joint 
charges, the military judge will direct an 
appropriate amendment of the charges 
and specifications. 

See also R.C.M. 307(c)(5); 601(e)(3); 
604; 812.” 

(bb) A new Discussion section is 
added immediately after R.C.M. 
1103A(b)(3): 

‘““A convening authority who has 
granted clemency based upon review of 
sealed materials in the record of trial is 
not permitted to disclose the contents of 
the sealed materials when providing a 
written explanation of the reason for 
such action, as directed under R.C.M. 
1107.” 

(cc) The Discussion section following 
R.C.M. 1106(d)(3) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“The recommendation required by 
this rule need not include information 
regarding other recommendations for 
clemency. It may include a summary of 
clemency actions authorized under 
R.C.M. 1107. See R.C.M. 1105(b)(2)(D) 
(pertaining to clemency 
recommendations that may be 
submitted by the accused to the 
convening authority).”’ 

(dd) The Discussion section 
immediately following R.C.M. 1107(c) is 
deleted. 

(ee) A new Discussion section is 
added immediately after R.C.M. 
1107(d)(1)(E)(i): 

“The phrase “investigation or 
prosecution of another person who has 
committed an offense” includes offenses 
under the UCMJ or other Federal, State, 
local, or foreign criminal statutes.” 

(ff) The Discussion section 
immediately following R.C.M. 
1107(d)(1) is deleted. 

(gg) A new Discussion section is 
added immediately after R.C.M. 
1107(d)(1)(F): 

‘‘A sentence adjudged by a court- 
martial may be approved if it was 
within the jurisdiction of the court- 
martial to adjudge (see R.C.M. 201(f)) 
and did not exceed the maximum limits 
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prescribed in Part IV and Chapter X of 
this Part for the offense(s) of which the 
accused legally has been found guilty. 

When mitigating forfeitures, the 
duration and amounts of forfeiture may 
be changed as long as the total amount 
forfeited is not increased and neither the 
amount nor duration of the forfeitures 
exceeds the jurisdiction of the court- 
martial. When mitigating confinement 
or hard labor without confinement, the 
convening authority should use the 
equivalencies at R.C.M. 1003(b)(5)-(6), 
as appropriate. 

Unless prohibited by this rule, the 
convening authority may disapprove, 
mitigate or change to a less severe 
punishment any individual component 
of a sentence. For example, if an 
accused is found guilty of assault 
consummated by a battery and 
sentenced to a bad-conduct discharge, 
three months of confinement, and 
reduction to E—-1, without a pre-trial 
agreement and without being able to 
apply the substantial assistance 
exception, the convening authority may 
disapprove or reduce any part of the 
sentence except the bad-conduct 
discharge.” 

(hh) The Discussion section following 
R.C.M. 1107(d)(2) is amended to read as 
follows: 

“In determining what sentence should 
be approved, the convening authority 
should consider all relevant and 
permissible factors including the 
possibility of rehabilitation, the 
deterrent effect of the sentence, and all 
matters relating to clemency, such as 
pretrial confinement. See also R.C.M. 
1001-1004. 

When an accused is not serving 
confinement, the accused should not be 
deprived of more than two-thirds pay 
for any month as a result of one or more 
sentences by court-martial and other 
stoppages or involuntary deductions, 
unless requested by the accused. Since 
court-martial forfeitures constitute a loss 
of entitlement of the pay concerned, 
they take precedence over all debts.”’ 

(ii) The Discussion section following 
R.C.M. 1107(d)(1)(E)(i) is amended to 
read as follows: 

“The phrase “investigation or 
prosecution of another person who has 
committed an offense” includes offenses 
under the UCMJ or other Federal, State, 
local, or foreign criminal statutes.”’ 

(jj) A new Discussion section is added 
immediately after R.C.M. 1301(c)(2): 

“Pursuant to the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, 
only a general court-martial has 
jurisdiction to try penetrative sex 
offenses under Articles 120, 120b, and 
125, UCMJ.”’ 


(kk) The Discussion sections to R.C.M. 
406(b)(4), R.C.M. 503(a)(1), and 
707(c)(1) are amended by changing 
“investigating officer’’ to ‘preliminary 
hearing officer’ for offenses occurring 
on or after 26 December 2014. 

(11) The Discussion section to R.C.M. 
701(a)(6)(c) is amended by changing 
“report of Article 32 investigation” to 
“report of Article 32 preliminary 
hearing”’ for offenses occurring on or 
after 26 December 2014. 

(mm) The Discussion section to 
R.C.M. 705(d)(2) and R.C.M. 919(b) are 
amended by changing “Article 32 
investigation” to “Article 32 
preliminary hearing” for offenses 
occurring on or after 26 December 2014. 

Sec. 9. The Discussion to Part IV of 
the Manual for Courts-Martial, United 
States, is amended as follows: 

A new Discussion section is added 
immediately following Paragraph 16, 
Article 92—Failure to obey order or 
regulation, subsection e(3)(d): 

“If the dereliction of duty resulted in 
death, the accused may also be charged 
under Article 119 or Article 134 
(negligent homicide), as applicable.” 

Sec. 10. Anew appendix, Appendix 
29 is inserted to read as follows: 


“Appendix 29 


Rules for Courts-Martial Applicable to 
Offenses Committed Before 24 June 
2014 


The Rules for Courts-Martial in this 
appendix were revised to implement 
Sections 1705, and 1706 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2014, Public Law 113-66, 26 December 2013. 
For offenses committed before 24 June 2014, 
the relevant Rules for Courts-Martial are 
contained in this appendix and listed below. 


Rule 201. Jurisdiction in General 


(f) Types of courts-martial. 

(1) General courts-martial. 

(A) Cases under the code. 

(i) Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
general courts-martial may try any person 
subject to the code for any offense made 
punishable under the code. General courts- 
martial also may try any person for a 
violation of Article 83, 104, or 106. 

(ii) Upon a finding of guilty of an offense 
made punishable by the code, general courts- 
martial may, within limits prescribed by this 
Manual, adjudge any punishment authorized 
under R.C.M. 1003. 

(iii) Notwithstanding any other rule, the 
death penalty may not be adjudged if: 

(a) Not specifically authorized for the 
offenses by the code and Part IV of this 
Manual; or 

(b) The case has not been referred with a 
special instruction that the case is to be tried 
as capital. 

(B) Cases under the law of war. 

(i) General courts-martial may try any 
person who by the law of war is subject to 
trial by military tribunal for any crime or 
offense against: 





(a) The law of war; or 

(b) The law of the territory occupied as an 
incident of war or belligerency whenever the 
local civil authority is superseded in whole 
or part by the military authority of the 
occupying power. The law of the occupied 
territory includes the local criminal law as 
adopted or modified by competent authority, 
and the proclamations, ordinances, 
regulations, or orders promulgated by 
competent authority of the occupying power. 


Discussion 


Subsection (f)(1)(B)(i)(b) is an exercise of 
the power of military government. 

(ii) When a general court-martial exercises 
jurisdiction under the law of war, it may 
adjudge any punishment permitted by the 
law of war. 


Discussion 


Certain limitations on the discretion of 
military tribunals to adjudge punishment 
under the law of war are prescribed in 
international conventions. See, for example, 
Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection 
of Civilian Persons in Time of War, Aug. 12, 
1949, art. 68, 6 U.S.T. 3516, T.I.A.S. No. 
3365. 

(C) Limitations in judge alone cases. A 
general court-martial composed only of a 
military judge does not have jurisdiction to 
try any person for any offense for which the 
death penalty may be adjudged unless the 
case has been referred to trial as noncapital. 

(2) Special courts-martial. 

(A) In general. Except as otherwise 
expressly provided, special courts-martial 
may try any person subject to the code for 
any noncapital offense made punishable by 
the code and, as provided in this rule, for 
capital offenses. 

(B) Punishments. 

(i) Upon a finding of guilty, special courts- 
martial may adjudge, under limitations 
prescribed by this Manual, any punishment 
authorized under R.C.M. 1003 except death, 
dishonorable discharge, dismissal, 
confinement for more than 1 year, hard labor 
without confinement for more than 3 months, 
forfeiture of pay exceeding two-thirds pay 
per month, or any forfeiture of pay for more 
than 1 year. 

(ii) A bad-conduct discharge, confinement 
for more than six months, or forfeiture of pay 
for more than six months, may not be 
adjudged by a special court-martial unless: 

(a) Counsel qualified under Article 27(b) is 
detailed to represent the accused; and 

(b) A military judge is detailed to the trial, 
except in a case in which a military judge 
could not be detailed because of physical 
conditions or military exigencies. Physical 
conditions or military exigencies, as the 
terms are here used, may exist under rare 
circumstances, such as on an isolated ship on 
the high seas or in a unit in an inaccessible 
area, provided compelling reasons exist why 
trial must be held at that time and at that 
place. Mere inconvenience does not 
constitute a physical condition or military 
exigency and does not excuse a failure to 
detail a military judge. If a military judge 
cannot be detailed because of physical 
conditions or military exigencies, a bad- 
conduct discharge, confinement for more 
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than six months, or forfeiture of pay for more 
than six months, may be adjudged provided 
the other conditions have been met. In that 
event, however, the convening authority 
shall, prior to trial, make a written statement 
explaining why a military judge could not be 
obtained. This statement shall be appended 
to the record of trial and shall set forth in 
detail the reasons why a military judge could 
not be detailed, and why the trial had to be 
held at that time and place. 


Discussion 


See R.C.M. 503 concerning detailing the 
military judge and counsel. 

The requirement for counsel is satisfied 
when counsel qualified under Article 27(b), 
and not otherwise disqualified, has been 
detailed and made available, even though the 
accused may not choose to cooperate with, or 
use the services of, such detailed counsel. 

The physical condition or military 
exigency exception to the requirement for a 
military judge does not apply to the 
requirement for detailing counsel qualified 
under Article 27(b). 

See also R.C.M. 1103(c) concerning the 
requirements for a record of trial in special 
courts-martial. 

(C) Capital offenses 

(i) A capital offense for which there is 
prescribed a mandatory punishment beyond 
the punitive power of a special court-martial 
shall not be referred to such a court-martial. 

(ii) An officer exercising general court- 
martial jurisdiction over the command which 
includes the accused may permit any capital 
offense other than one described in 
subsection (f)(2)(C)(i) of this rule to be 
referred to a special court-martial for trial. 

(iii) The Secretary concerned may 
authorize, by regulation, officers exercising 
special court-martial jurisdiction to refer 
capital offenses, other than those described 
in subsection (f)(2)(C)(i) of this rule, to trial 
by special court-martial without first 
obtaining the consent of the officer exercising 
general court-martial jurisdiction over the 
command. 


Discussion 


See R.C.M. 103(3) for a definition of capital 
offenses. 

(3) Summary courts-martial. See R.C.M. 
1301(c) and (d)(1). 


Rule 1105. Matters Submitted by the 
Accused 


(b) Matters which may be submitted. 

(1) The accused may submit to the 
convening authority any matters that may 
reasonably tend to affect the convening 
authority’s decision whether to disapprove 
any findings of guilty or to approve the 
sentence. The convening authority is only 
required to consider written submissions. 

(2) Submissions are not subject to the 
Military Rules of Evidence and may include: 
* * * * * 


(C) Matters in mitigation which were not 


available for consideration at the court- 
martial; and 


Rule 1107. Action by Convening Authority 
(b) General considerations. 
(1) Discretion of convening authority. The 
action to be taken on the findings and 


sentence is within the sole discretion of the 
convening authority. Determining what 
action to take on the findings and sentence 
of a court-martial is a matter of command 
prerogative. The convening authority is not 
required to review the case for legal errors or 
factual sufficiency. 


Discussion 


The action is taken in the interests of 
justice, discipline, mission requirements, 
clemency, and other appropriate reasons. If 
errors are noticed by the convening authority, 
the convening authority may take corrective 
action under this rule. 

(2) When action may be taken. The 
convening authority may take action only 
after the applicable time periods under 
R.C.M. 1105(c) have expired or the accused 
has waived the right to present matters under 
R.C.M. 1105(d), whichever is earlier, subject 
to regulations of the Secretary concerned. 

(3) Matters considered. 

(A) Required matters. Before taking action, 
the convening authority shall consider: 

(i) The result of trial; 


Discussion 
See R.C.M. 1101(a). 

(ii) The recommendation of the staff judge 
advocate or legal officer under R.C.M. 1106, 
if applicable; and 

(iii) Any matters submitted by the accused 
under R.C.M. 1105 or, if applicable, 


R.C.M. 1106(f). 


(B) Additional matters. Before taking 
action the convening authority may consider: 

(i) The record of trial; 

(ii) The personnel records of the accused; 
and 

(iii) Such other matters as the convening 
authority deems appropriate. However, if the 
convening authority considers matters 
adverse to the accused from outside the 
record, with knowledge of which the accused 
is not chargeable, the accused shall be 
notified and given an opportunity to rebut. 

(4) When proceedings resulted in finding of 
not guilty or not guilty only by reason of lack 
of mental responsibility, or there was a ruling 
amounting to a finding of not guilty. The 
convening authority shall not take action 
disapproving a finding of not guilty, a finding 
of not guilty only by reason of lack of mental 
responsibility, or a ruling amounting to a 
finding of not guilty. When an accused is 
found not guilty only by reason of lack of 
mental responsibility, the convening 
authority, however, shall commit the accused 
to a suitable facility pending a hearing and 
disposition in accordance with R.C.M. 
1102A. 


Discussion 


Commitment of the accused to the custody 
of the Attorney General for hospitalization is 
discretionary. 

(5) Action when accused lacks mental 
capacity. The convening authority may not 
approve a sentence while the accused lacks 
mental capacity to understand and to 
conduct or cooperate intelligently in the 
post-trial proceedings. In the absence of 
substantial evidence to the contrary, the 
accused is presumed to have the capacity to 
understand and to conduct or cooperate 


intelligently in the post-trial proceedings. If 
a substantial question is raised as to the 
requisite mental capacity of the accused, the 
convening authority may direct an 
examination of the accused in accordance 
with R.C.M. 706 before deciding whether the 
accused lacks mental capacity, but the 
examination may be limited to determining 
the accused’s present capacity to understand 
and cooperate in the post-trial proceedings. 
The convening authority may approve the 
sentence unless it is established, by a 
preponderance of the evidence—including 
matters outside the record of trial—that the 
accused does not have the requisite mental 
capacity. Nothing in this subsection shall 
prohibit the convening authority from 
disapproving the findings of guilty and 
sentence. 

(c) Action on findings. Action on the 
findings is not required. However, the 
convening authority may, in the convening 
authority’s sole discretion: 

(1) Change a finding of guilty to a charge 
or specification to a finding of guilty to an 
offense that is a lesser included offense of the 
offense stated in the charge or specification; 
or 

(2) Set aside any finding of guilty and— 

(A) Dismiss the specification and, if 
appropriate, the charge, or 

(B) Direct a rehearing in accordance with 
subsection (e) of this rule. 


Discussion 


The convening authority may for any 
reason or no reason disapprove a finding of 
guilty or approve a finding of guilty only of 
a lesser offense. However, see subsection (e) 
of this rule if a rehearing is ordered. The 
convening authority is not required to review 
the findings for legal or factual sufficiency 
and is not required to explain a decision to 
order or not to order a rehearing, except as 
provided in subsection (e) of this rule. The 
power to order a rehearing, or to take other 
corrective action on the findings, is designed 
solely to provide an expeditious means to 
correct errors that are identified in the course 
of exercising discretion under the rule. 

(d) Action on the sentence. 

(1) In general. The convening authority 
may for any or no reason disapprove a legal 
sentence in whole or in part, mitigate the 
sentence, and change a punishment to one of 
a different nature as long as the severity of 
the punishment is not increased. The 
convening or higher authority may not 
increase the punishment imposed by a court- 
martial. The approval or disapproval shall be 
explicitly stated. 


Discussion 


A sentence adjudged by a court-martial 
may be approved if it was within the 
jurisdiction of the court-martial to adjudge 
(see R.C.M. 201(f)) and did not exceed the 
maximum limits prescribed in Part IV and 
Chapter X of this Part for the offense(s) of 
which the accused legally has been found 
guilty. 

When mitigating forfeitures, the duration 
and amounts of forfeiture may be changed as 
long as the total amount forfeited is not 
increased and neither the amount nor 
duration of the forfeitures exceeds the 
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jurisdiction of the court-martial. When 
mitigating confinement or hard labor without 
confinement, the convening authority should 
use the equivalencies at R.C.M. 1003(b)(5) 
and (6), as appropriate. One form of 
punishment may be changed to a less severe 
punishment of a different nature, as long as 
the changed punishment is one that the 
court-martial could have adjudged. For 
example, a bad-conduct discharge adjudged 
by a special court-martial could be changed 
to confinement for up to one year (but not 
vice versa). A pretrial agreement may also 
affect what punishments may be changed by 
the convening authority. 

See also R.C.M. 810(d) concerning 
sentence limitations upon a rehearing or new 
or other trial. 

(2) Determining what sentence should be 
approved. The convening authority shall 
approve that sentence which is warranted by 
the circumstances of the offense and 
appropriate for the accused. When the court- 
martial has adjudged a mandatory 
punishment, the convening authority may 
nevertheless approve a lesser sentence. 


Discussion 


In determining what sentence should be 
approved the convening authority should 
consider all relevant factors including the 
possibility of rehabilitation, the deterrent 
effect of the sentence, and all matters relating 
to clemency, such as pretrial confinement. 
See also R.C.M. 1001 through 1004. 

When an accused is not serving 
confinement, the accused should not be 
deprived of more than two-thirds pay for any 
month as a result of one or more sentences 
by court-martial and other stoppages or 
involuntary deductions, unless requested by 
the accused. Since court-martial forfeitures 
constitute a loss of entitlement of the pay 
concerned, they take precedence over all 
debts. 

(3) Deferring service of a sentence to 
confinement. 

(A) In a case in which a court-martial 
sentences an accused referred to in 
subsection (B), below, to confinement, the 
convening authority may defer service of a 
sentence to confinement by a court-martial, 
without the consent of the accused, until 
after the accused has been permanently 
released to the armed forces by a state or 
foreign country. 

(B) Subsection (A) applies to an accused 
who, while in custody of a state or foreign 
country, is temporarily returned by that state 
or foreign country to the armed forces for 
trial by court-martial; and after the court- 
martial, is returned to that state or foreign 
country under the authority of a mutual 
agreement or treaty, as the case may be. 

(C) As used in subsection (d)(3), the term 
‘state’ means a state of the United States, the 
District of Columbia, a territory, and a 
possession of the United States. 


Discussion 

The convening authority’s decision to 
postpone service of a court-martial sentence 
to confinement normally should be reflected 
in the action. 

(4) Limitations on sentence based on 
record of trial. If the record of trial does not 


meet the requirements of R.C.M. 
1103(b)(2)(B) or (c)(1), the convening 
authority may not approve a sentence in 
excess of that which may be adjudged by a 
special court-martial, or one that includes a 
bad-conduct discharge, confinement for more 
than six months, forfeiture of pay exceeding 
two-thirds pay per month, or any forfeiture 
of pay for more than six months. 


Discussion 
See also R.C.M. 1103(f). 


(5) Limitations on sentence of a special 
court-martial where a fine has been 
adjudged. A convening authority may not 
approve in its entirety a sentence adjudged 
at a special court-martial when, if approved, 
the cumulative impact of the fine and 
forfeitures, whether adjudged or by operation 
of Article 58b, would exceed the 
jurisdictional maximum dollar amount of 
forfeitures that may be adjudged at that court- 
martial. 

(e) Ordering rehearing or other trial. 

(1) Rehearing. 

(A) In general. Subject to subsections 
(e)(1)(B) through (e)(1)(E) of this rule, the 
convening authority may in the convening 
authority's discretion order a rehearing. A 
rehearing may be ordered as to some or all 
offenses of which findings of guilty were 
entered and the sentence, or as to sentence 
only. 


Discussion 


A rehearing may be appropriate when an 
error substantially affecting the findings or 
sentence is noticed by the convening 
authority. The severity of the findings or the 
sentence of the original court-martial may not 
be increased at a rehearing unless the 
sentence prescribed for the offense is 
mandatory. See R.C.M. 810(d). If the accused 
is placed under restraint pending a rehearing, 
see R.C.M. 304; 305. 

(B) When the convening authority may 
order a rehearing. The convening authority 
may order a rehearing: 

(i) When taking action on the court-martial 
under this rule; 

(ii) In cases subject to review by the Court 
of Criminal Appeals, before the case is 
forwarded under R.C.M. 1111(a)(1) or (b)(1), 
but only as to any sentence which was 
approved or findings of guilty which were 
not disapproved in any earlier action. In such 
a case, a supplemental action disapproving 
the sentence and some or all of the findings, 
as appropriate, shall be taken; or 

(iii) When authorized to do so by superior 
competent authority. If the convening 
authority finds a rehearing as to any offenses 
impracticable, the convening authority may 
dismiss those specifications and, when 
appropriate, charges. 


Discussion 


A sentence rehearing, rather than a 
reassessment, may be more appropriate in 
cases where a significant part of the 
government's case has been dismissed. The 
convening authority may not take any actions 
inconsistent with directives of superior 
competent authority. Where that directive is 
unclear, appropriate clarification should be 
sought from the authority issuing the original 
directive. 


(iv) Sentence reassessment. If a superior 
authority has approved some of the findings 
of guilty and has authorized a rehearing as 
to other offenses and the sentence, the 
convening authority may, unless otherwise 
directed, reassess the sentence based on the 
approved findings of guilty and dismiss the 
remaining charges. Reassessment is 
appropriate only where the convening 
authority determines that the accused’s 
sentence would have been at least of a certain 
magnitude had the prejudicial error not been 
committed and the reassessed sentence is 
appropriate in relation to the affirmed 
findings of guilty. 

(C) Limitations. 

(i) Sentence approved. A rehearing shall 
not be ordered if, in the same action, a 
sentence is approved. 

(ii) Lack of sufficient evidence. A rehearing 
may not be ordered as to findings of guilty 
when there is a lack of sufficient evidence in 
the record to support the findings of guilty 
of the offense charged or of any lesser 
included offense. A rehearing may be 
ordered, however, if the proof of guilt 
consisted of inadmissible evidence for which 
there is available an admissible substitute. A 
rehearing may be ordered as to any lesser 
offense included in an offense of which the 
accused was found guilty, provided there is 
sufficient evidence in the record to support 
the lesser included offense. 


Discussion 


For example, if proof of absence without 
leave was by improperly authenticated 
documentary evidence admitted over the 
objection of the defense, the convening 
authority may disapprove the findings of 
guilty and sentence and order a rehearing if 
there is reason to believe that properly 
authenticated documentary evidence or other 
admissible evidence of guilt will be available 
at the rehearing. On the other hand, if no 
proof of unauthorized absence was 
introduced at trial, a rehearing may not be 
ordered. 

(iii) Rehearing on sentence only. A 
rehearing on sentence only shall not be 
referred to a different kind of court-martial 
from that which made the original findings. 
If the convening authority determines a 
rehearing on sentence is impracticable, the 
convening authority may approve a sentence 
of no punishment without conducting a 
rehearing. 

(D) Additional charges. Additional charges 
may be referred for trial together with charges 
as to which a rehearing has been directed. 

(E) Lesser included offenses. If at a 
previous trial the accused was convicted of 
a lesser included offense, a rehearing may be 
ordered only as to that included offense or 
as to an offense included in that found. If, 
however, a rehearing is ordered improperly 
on the original offense charged and the 
accused is convicted of that offense at the 
rehearing, the finding as to the lesser 
included offense of which the accused was 
convicted at the original trial may 
nevertheless be approved. 

(2) “Other” trial. The convening or higher 
authority may order an “‘other’’ trial if the 
original proceedings were invalid because of 
lack of jurisdiction or failure of a 
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specification to state an offense. The 
authority ordering an ‘‘other”’ trial shall state 
in the action the basis for declaring the 
proceedings invalid. 

(f) Contents of action and related matters. 
(1) In general. The convening authority 
shall state in writing and insert in the record 
of trial the convening authority’s decision as 
to the sentence, whether any findings of 
guilty are disapproved, and orders as to 
further disposition. The action shall be 

signed personally by the convening 
authority. The convening authority’s 
authority to sign shall appear below the 
signature. 


Discussion 
See Appendix 16 for forms. 

(2) Modification of initial action. The 
convening authority may recall and modify 
any action taken by that convening authority 
at any time before it has been published or 
before the accused has been officially 
notified. The convening authority may also 
recall] and modify any action at any time 
prior to forwarding the record for review, as 
long as the modification does not result in 
action less favorable to the accused than the 
earlier action. In addition, in any special 
court-martial, the convening authority may 
recall and correct an illegal, erroneous, 
incomplete, or ambiguous action at any time 
before completion of review under R.C.M. 
1112, as long as the correction does not result 
in action less favorable to the accused than 
the earlier action. When so directed by a 
higher reviewing authority or the Judge 
Advocate General, the convening authority 
shall modify any incomplete, ambiguous, 
void, or inaccurate action noted in review of 
the record of trial under Article 64, 66, 67, 
or examination of the record of trial under 
Article 69. The convening authority shall 
personally sign any supplementary or 
corrective action. 


Discussion 


For purposes of this rule, a record is 
considered to have been forwarded for 
review when the convening authority has 
either delivered it in person or has entrusted 
it for delivery to a third party over whom the 
convening authority exercises no lawful 
control (e.g., the United States Postal 
Service). 

(3) Findings of guilty. If any findings of 
guilty are disapproved, the action shall so 
state. If a rehearing is not ordered, the 
affected charges and specifications shall be 
dismissed by the convening authority in the 
action. If a rehearing or other trial is directed 
the reasons for the disapproval shall be set 
forth in the action. 


Discussion 


If a rehearing or other trial is not directed, 
the reasons for disapproval need not be 
stated in the action, but they may be when 
appropriate. It may be appropriate to state 
them when the reasons may affect 
administrative disposition of the accused; for 
example, when the finding is disapproved 
because of the lack of mental responsibility 
of the accused or the running of the statute 
of limitations. 

No express action is necessary to approve 
findings of guilty. 


See subsection (c) of this rule. 

(4) Action on sentence. 

(A) In general. The action shall state 
whether the sentence adjudged by the court- 
martial is approved. If only part of the 
sentence is approved, the action shall state 
which parts are approved. A rehearing may 
not be directed if any sentence is approved. 


Discussion 
See Appendix 16 for forms. 


See R.C.M. 1108 concerning suspension of 
sentences. 

See R.C.M. 1113 concerning execution of 
sentences. 

(B) Execution; suspension. The action shall 
indicate, when appropriate, whether an 
approved sentence is to be executed or 
whether the execution of all or any part of 
the sentence is to be suspended. No reasons 
need be stated. 

(C) Place of confinement. If the convening 
authority orders a sentence of confinement 
into execution, the convening authority shall 
designate the place of confinement in the 
action, unless otherwise prescribed by the 
Secretary concerned. If a sentence of 
confinement is ordered into execution after 
the initial action of the convening authority, 
the authority ordering the execution shall 
designate the place of confinement unless 
otherwise prescribed by the Secretary 
concerned. 


Discussion 


See R.C.M. 1113(e)(2)(C) concerning the 
place of confinement. 


(D) Custody or confinement pending 
appellate review; capital cases. When a 
record of trial involves an approved sentence 
to death, the convening authority shall, 
unless any approved sentence of confinement 
has been ordered into execution and a place 
of confinement designated, provide in the 
action for the temporary custody or 
confinement of the accused pending final 
disposition of the case on appellate review. 

(E) Deferment of service of sentence to 
confinement. Whenever the service of the 
sentence to confinement is deferred by the 
convening authority under R.C.M. 1101(c) 
before or concurrently with the initial action 
in the case, the action shall include the date 
on which the deferment became effective. 
The reason for the deferment need not be 
stated in the action. 

(F) Credit for illegal pretrial confinement. 
When the military judge has directed that the 
accused receive credit under R.C.M. 305(k), 
the convening authority shall so direct in the 
action. 

(G) Reprimand. The convening authority 
shall include in the action any reprimand 
which the convening authority has ordered 
executed. 


Discussion 


See R.C.M. 1003(b)(1) concerning 
reprimands. 

(5) Action on rehearing or new or other 
trial. 

(A) Rehearing or other trial. In acting on a 
rehearing or other trial the convening 
authority shall be subject to the sentence 
limitations prescribed in R.C.M. 810(d). 
Except when a rehearing or other trial is 


combined with a trial on additional offenses 
and except as otherwise provided in R.C.M. 
810(d), if any part of the original sentence 
was suspended and the suspension was not 
properly vacated before the order directing 
the rehearing, the convening authority shall 
take the necessary suspension action to 
prevent an increase in the same type of 
punishment as was previously suspended. 
The convening authority may approve a 
sentence adjudged upon a rehearing or other 
trial regardless whether any kind or amount 
of the punishment adjudged at the former 
trial has been served or executed. However, 
in computing the term or amount of 
punishment to be actually served or executed 
under the new sentence, the accused shall be 
credited with any kind or amount of the 
former sentence included within the new 
sentence that was served or executed before 
the time it was disapproved or set aside. The 
convening authority shall, if any part of a 
sentence adjudged upon a rehearing or other 
trial is approved, direct in the action that any 
part or amount of the former sentence served 
or executed between the date it was adjudged 
and the date it was disapproved or set aside 
shall be credited to the accused. If, in the 
action on the record of a rehearing, the 
convening authority disapproves the findings 
of guilty of all charges and specifications 
which were tried at the former hearing and 
that part of the sentence which was based on 
these findings, the convening authority shall, 
unless a further rehearing is ordered, provide 
in the action that all rights, privileges, and 
property affected by any executed portion of 
the sentence adjudged at the former hearing 
shall be restored. The convening authority 
shall take the same restorative action if a 
court-martial at a rehearing acquits the 
accused of all charges and specifications 
which were tried at the former hearing. 

(B) New trial. The action of the convening 
authority on a new trial shall, insofar as 
practicable, conform to the rules prescribed 
for rehearings and other trials in subsection 
(f)(5)(A) of this rule. 


Discussion 
See R.C.M. 810 for procedures at other trials. 


In approving a sentence not in excess of or 
more severe than one previously approved 
(see R.C.M. 810(d)), a convening authority is 
prohibited from approving a punitive 
discharge more severe than one formerly 
approved, e.g., a convening authority is 
prohibited from approving a dishonorable 
discharge if a bad conduct discharge had 
formerly been approved. Otherwise, in 
approving a sentence not in excess of or more 
severe than one previously imposed, a 
convening authority is not limited to 
approving the same or lesser type of “other 
punishments” formerly approved. 


Rule 1108. Suspension of Execution of 
Sentence; Remission 


(b) Who may suspend and remit. The 
convening authority may, after approving the 
sentence, suspend the execution of all or any 
part of the sentence of a court-martial, except 
for a sentence of death. The general court- 
martial convening authority over the accused 
at the time of the court-martial may, when 
taking the action under R.C.M. 1112(f), 


59956 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Notices 





suspend or remit any part of the sentence. 
The Secretary concerned and, when 
designated by the Secretary concerned, any 
Under Secretary, Assistant Secretary, Judge 
Advocate General, or commanding officer 
may suspend or remit any part or amount of 
the unexecuted part of any sentence other 
than a sentence approved by the President or 
a sentence of confinement for life without 
eligibility for parole that has been ordered 
executed. The Secretary concerned may, 
however, suspend or remit the unexecuted 
part of a sentence of confinement for life 
without eligibility for parole only after the 
service of a period of confinement of not less 
than 20 years. i'‘he commander of the accused 
who has the authority to convene a court- 
martial of the kind that adjudged the 
sentence may suspend or remit any part of 
the unexecuted part of any sentence by 
summary court-martial or of any sentence by 
special court- martial that does not include 

a bad-conduct discharge regardless of 
whether the person acting has previously 
approved the sentence. The ‘‘unexecuted part 
of any sentence”’ is that part that has been 
approved and ordered executed but that has 
not actually been carried out. 


Discussion 


See R.C.M. 1113 (execution of sentences); 
R.C.M. 1201 (action by the Judge Advocate 
General); R.C.M. 1206 (powers and 
responsibilities of the Secretary). The 
military judge and members of courts-martial 
may not suspend sentences. 


Rule 1301. Summary courts-martial 
generally 

(c) Jurisdiction. Subject to Chapter II, 
summary courts-martial have the power to 
try persons subject to the code, except 
commissioned officers, warrant officers, 
cadets, aviation cadets, and midshipmen, for 
any noncapital offense made punishable by 
the code. 


Discussion 


See R.C.M. 103(3) for a definition of capital 
offenses.”’ 

Sec. 10. A new appendix, Appendix 
30 is inserted and reads as follows: 


“Appendix 30 


Rules for Courts-Martial 405 
Applicable to Offenses Committed 
Before 26 December 2014 


Rule for Courts-Martial 405 in this 
appendix was revised to implement Section 
1702 of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2014, Public Law 113-66, 
26 December 2013.” For offenses committed 
before 26 December 2014, the relevant R.C.M. 
405 is contained in this appendix and listed 
below: 


Rule 405. Pretrial investigation 


(a) In general. Except as provided in 
subsection (k) of this rule, no charge or 
specification may be referred to a general 
court-martial for trial until a thorough and 
impartial investigation of all the matters set 
forth therein has been made in substantial 
compliance with this rule. Failure to comply 
with this rule shall have no effect if the 


charges are not referred to a general court- 
martial. 


Discussion 


The primary purpose of the investigation 
required by Article 32 and this rule is to 
inquire into the truth of the matters set forth 
in the charges, the form of the charges, and 
to secure information on which to determine 
what disposition should be made of the case. 
The investigation also serves as a means of 
discovery. The function of the investigation 
is to ascertain and impartially weigh all 
available facts in arriving at conclusions and 
recommendations, not to perfect a case 
against the accused. The investigation should 
be limited to the issues raised by the charges 
and necessary to proper disposition of the 
case. The investigation is not limited to 
examination of the witnesses and evidence 
mentioned in the accompanying allied 
papers. See subsection (e) of this rule. 
Recommendations of the investigating officer 
are advisory. 

If at any time after an investigation under 
this rule the charges are changed to allege a 
more serious or essentially different offense, 
further investigation should be directed with 
respect to the new or different matters 
alleged. 

Failure to comply substantially with the 
requirements of Article 32, which failure 
prejudices the accused, may result in delay 
in disposition of the case or disapproval of 
the proceedings. See R.C.M. 905(b)(1) and 
906(b)(3) concerning motions for appropriate 
relief relating to the pretrial investigation. 

The accused may waive the pretrial 
investigation. See subsection (k) of this rule. 
In such case, no investigation need be held. 
The commander authorized to direct the 
investigation may direct that it be conducted 
notwithstanding the waiver. 

(b) Earlier investigation. If an investigation 
of the subject matter of an offense has been 
conducted before the accused is charged with 
an offense, and the accused was present at 
the investigation and afforded the rights to 
counsel, cross-examination, and presentation 
of evidence required by this rule, no further 
investigation is required unless demanded by 
the accused to recall witnesses for further 
cross-examination and to offer new evidence. 


Discussion 


An earlier investigation includes courts of 
inquiry and similar investigations which 
meet the requirements of this subsection. 

(c) Who may direct investigation. Unless 
prohibited by regulations of the Secretary 
concerned, an investigation may be directed 
under this rule by any court-martial 
convening authority. That authority may also 
give procedural instructions not inconsistent 
with these rules. 

(d) Personnel. 

(1) Investigating officer. The commander 
directing an investigation under this rule 
shall detail a commissioned officer not the 
accuser, as investigating officer, who shall 
conduct the investigation and make a report 
of conclusions and recommendations. The 
investigating officer is disqualified to act 
later in the same case in any other capacity. 


Discussion 


The investigating officer should be an 
officer in the grade of major or lieutenant 
commander or higher or one with legal 
training. The investigating officer may seek 
legal advice concerning the investigating 
officer’s responsibilities from an impartial 
source, but may not obtain such advice from 
counsel for any party. 

(2) Defense counsel. 

(A) Detailed counsel. Except as provided in 
subsection (d)(2)(B) of this rule, military 
counsel certified in accordance with Article 
27(b) shall be detailed to represent the 
accused. 

(B) Individual military counsel. The 
accused may request to be represented by 
individual military counsel. Such requests 
shall be acted on in accordance with R.C.M. 
506(b). When the accused is represented by 
individual military counsel, counsel detailed 
to represent the accused shall ordinarily be 
excused, unless the authority who detailed 
the defense counsel, as a matter of discretion, 
approves a request by the accused for 
retention of detailed counsel. The 
investigating officer shall forward any 
request by the accused for individual military 
counsel] to the commander who directed the 
investigation. That commander shall follow 
the procedures in R.C.M. 506(b). 

(C) Civilian counsel. The accused may be 
represented by civilian counsel at no expense 
to the United States. Upon request, the 
accused is entitled to a reasonable time to 
obtain civilian counsel and to have such 
counsel present for the investigation. 
However, the investigation shall not be 
unduly delayed for this purpose. 
Representation by civilian counsel] shall not 
limit the rights to military counsel under 
subsections (d)(2)(A) and (B) of this rule. 


Discussion 


See R.C.M. 502(d)(6) concerning the duties of 
defense counsel. 


(3) Others. The commander who directed 
the investigation may also, as a matter of 
discretion, detail or request an appropriate 
authority to detail: 

(A) Counsel to represent the United States; 

(B) A reporter; and 

(C) An interpreter. 

(ec) Scope of investigation. The 
investigating officer shal] inquire into the 
truth and form of the charges, and such other 
matters as may be necessary to make a 
recommendation as to the disposition of the 
charges. If evidence adduced during the 
investigation indicates that the accused 
committed an uncharged offense, the 
investigating officer may investigate the 
subject matter of such offense and make a 
recommendation as to its disposition, 
without the accused first having been 
charged with the offense. The accused’s 
rights under subsection (f) are the same with 
regard to investigation of both charged and 
uncharged offenses. 


Discussion 


The investigation may properly include 
such inquiry into issues raised directly by the 
charges as is necessary to make an 
appropriate recommendation. For example, 
inquiry into the legality of a search or the 
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admissibility of a confession may be 
appropriate. However, the investigating 
officer is not required to rule on the 
admissibility of evidence and need not 
consider such matters except as the 
investigating officer deems necessary to an 
informed recommendation. When the 
investigating officer is aware that evidence 
may not be admissible, this should be noted 
in the report. See also subsection (i) of this 
rule. 

In investigating uncharged misconduct 
identified during the pretrial investigation, 
the investigating officer will inform the 
accused of the general nature of each 
uncharged offense investigated, and 
otherwise afford the accused the same 
opportunity for representation, cross 
examination, and presentation afforded 
during the investigation of any charged 
offense. 

(f) Rights of the accused. At any pretrial 
investigation under this rule the accused 
shall have the right to: 

(1) Be informed of the charges under 
investigation; 

(2) Be informed of the identity of the 
accuser; 

(3) Except in circumstances described in 
R.C.M. 804(c)(2), be present throughout the 
taking of evidence; 

(4) Be represented by counsel; 

(5) Be informed of the witnesses and other 
evidence then known to the investigating 
officer; 

(6) Be informed of the purpose of the 
investigation; 

(7) Be informed of the right against self- 
incrimination under Article 31; 

(8) Cross-examine witnesses who are 
produced under subsection (g) of this rule; 

(9) Have witnesses produced as provided 
for in subsection (g) of this rule; 

(10) Have evidence, including documents 
or physical evidence, within the control of 
military authorities produced as provided 
under subsection (g) of this rule; 

(11) Present anything in defense, 
extenuation, or mitigation for consideration 
by the investigating officer; and 

(12) Make a statement in any form. 

(g) Production of witnesses and evidence; 
alternatives. 

(1) In general. 

(A) Witnesses. Except as provided in 
subsection (g)(4)(A) of this rule, any witness 
whose testimony would be relevant to the 
investigation and not cumulative, shall be 
produced if reasonably available. This 
includes witnesses requested by the accused, 
if the request is timely. A witness is 
“reasonably available’ when the witness is 
located within 100 miles of the situs of the 
investigation and the significance of the 
testimony and personal appearance of the 
witness outweighs the difficulty, expense, 
delay, and effect on military operations of 
obtaining the witness’ appearance. A witness 
who is unavailable under Mil. R. Evid. 
804(a)(1)-(6), is not “reasonably available.” 


Discussion 


A witness located beyond the 100-mile 
limit is not per se unavailable. To determine 
if a witness beyond 100 miles is reasonably 
available, the significance of the witness’ live 


testimony must be balanced against the 
relative difficulty and expense of obtaining 
the witness’ presence at the hearing. 

(B) Evidence. Subject to Mil. R. Evid., 
Section V, evidence, including documents or 
physical evidence, which is under the 
control of the Government and which is 
relevant to the investigation and not 
cumulative, shall be produced if reasonably 
available. Such evidence includes evidence 
requested by the accused, if the request is 
timely. As soon as practicable after receipt of 
a request by the accused for information 
which may be protected under Mil. R. Evid. 
505 or 506, the investigating officer shall 
notify the person who is authorized to issue 
a protective order under subsection (g)(6) of 
this rule, and the convening authority, if 
different. Evidence is reasonably available if 
its significance outweighs the difficulty, 
expense, delay, and effect on military 
operations of obtaining the evidence. 


Discussion 


In preparing for the investigation, the 
investigating officer should consider what 
evidence will be necessary to prepare a 
thorough and impartial investigation. The 
investigating officer should consider, as to 
potential witnesses, whether their personal 
appearance will be necessary. Generally, 
personal appearance is preferred, but the 
investigating officer should consider 
whether, in light of the probable importance 
of a witness’ testimony, an alternative to 
testimony under subsection (g)(4)(A) of this 
rule would be sufficient. 

After making a preliminary determination 
of what witnesses will be produced and other 
evidence considered, the investigating officer 
should notify the defense and inquire 
whether it requests the production of other 
witnesses or evidence. In addition to 
witnesses for the defense, the defense may 
request production of witnesses whose 
testimony would favor the prosecution. 

Once it is determined what witnesses the 
investigating officer intends to call it must be 
determined whether each witness is 
reasonably available. That determination is a 
balancing test. The more important the 
testimony of the witness, the greater the 
difficulty, expense, delay, or effect on 
military operations must be to permit 
nonproduction. For example, the temporary 
absence of a witness on leave for 10 days 
would normally justify using an alternative 
to that witness’ personal appearance if the 
sole reason for the witness’ testimony was to 
impeach the credibility of another witness by 
reputation evidence, or to establish a 
mitigating character trait of the accused. On 
the other hand, if the same witness was the 
only eyewitness to the offense, personal 
appearance would be required if the defense 
requested it and the witness is otherwise 
reasonably available. The time and place of 
the investigation may be changed if 
reasonably necessary to permit the 
appearance of a witness. Similar 
considerations apply to the production of 
evidence. 

If the production of witnesses or evidence 
would entail substantial costs or delay, the 
investigating officer should inform the 
commander who directed the investigation. 


The provision in (B), requiring the 
investigating officer to notify the appropriate 
authorities of requests by the accused for 
information privileged under Mil. R. Evid. 
505 or 506, is for the purpose of placing the 
appropriate authority on notice that an order, 
as authorized under subparagraph (g)(6), may 
be required to protect whatever information 
the government may decide to release to the 
accused. 

(2) Determination of reasonable 
availability. 

(A) Military witnesses. The investigating 
officer shall make an initial determination 
whether a military witness is reasonably 
available. If the investigating officer decides 
that the witness is not reasonably available, 
the investigating officer shall inform the 
parties. Otherwise, the immediate 
commander of the witness shall be requested 
to make the witness available. A 
determination by the immediate commander 
that the witness is not reasonably available 
is not subject to appeal by the accused but 
may be reviewed by the military judge under 
R.C.M. 906(b)(3). 


Discussion 


The investigating officer may discuss 
factors affecting reasonable availability with 
the immediate commander of the requested 
witness and with others. If the immediate 
commander determined that the witness is 
not reasonably available, the reasons for that 
determination should be provided to the 
investigating officer. 

(B) Civilian witnesses. The investigating 
officer shall decide whether a civilian 
witness is reasonably available to appear as 
a witness. 


Discussion 


The investigating officer should initially 
determine whether a civilian witness is 
reasonably available without regard to 
whether the witness is willing to appear. If 
the investigating officer determines that a 
civilian witness is apparently reasonably 
available, the witness should be invited to 
attend and when appropriate, informed that 
necessary expenses will be paid. 

If the witness refuses to testify, the witness 
is not reasonably available because civilian 
witnesses may not be compelled to attend a 
pretrial investigation. Under subsection (g)(3) 
of this rule, civilian witnesses may be paid 
for travel and associated expenses to testify 
at a pretrial investigation. Except for use in 
support of the deposition of a witness under 
Article 49, UCMJ, and ordered pursuant to 
R.C.M. 702(b), the investigating officer and 
any government representative to an Article 
32, UCMJ, proceeding does not possess 
authority to issue a subpoena to compel 
against his or her will a civilian witness to 
appear and provide testimony or documents. 

(C) Evidence. The investigating officer shall 
make an initial determination whether 
evidence is reasonably available. If the 
investigating officer decides that it is not 
reasonably available, the investigating officer 
shall inform the parties. Otherwise, the 
custodian of the evidence shall be requested 
to provide the evidence. A determination by 
the custodian that the evidence is not 
reasonably available is not subject to appeal 
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by the accused, but may be reviewed by the 
military judge under R.C.M. 906(b)(3). 


Discussion 

The investigating officer may discuss 
factors affecting reasonable availability with 
the custodian and with others. If the 
custodian determines that the evidence is not 
reasonably available, the reasons for that 
determination should be provided to the 
investigating officer. 

(D) Action when witness or evidence is not 
reasonably available. If the defense objects to 
a determination that a witness or evidence is 
not reasonably available, the investigating 
officer shall include a statement of the 
reasons for the determination in the report of 
investigation. 

(3) Witness expenses. Transportation 
expenses and a per diem allowance may be 
paid to civilians requested to testify in 
connection with an investigation under this 
rule according to regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary of a Department. 


Discussion 


See Department of Defense Joint Travel 
Regulations, Vol 2, paragraphs C3054, C6000. 

(4) Alternatives to testimony. 

(A) Unless the defense objects, an 
investigating officer may consider, regardless 
of the availability of the witness: 

(i) Sworn statements; 

(ii) Statements under oath taken by 
telephone, radio, or similar means providing 
each party the opportunity to question the 
witness under circumstances by which the 
investigating officer may reasonably 
conclude that the witness’ identity is as 
claimed; 

(iii) Prior testimony under oath; 

(iv) Depositions; 

(v) Stipulations of fact or expected 
testimony; 

(vi) Unsworn statements; and 

(vii) Offers of proof of expected testimony 
of that witness. 

(B) The investigating officer may consider, 
over objection of the defense, when the 
witness is not reasonably available: 

(i) Sworn statements; 

(ii) Statements under oath taken by 
telephone, radio, or similar means providing 
each party the opportunity to question the 
witness under circumstances by which the 
investigating officer may reasonably 
conclude that the witness’ identity is a 
claimed; 

(iii) Prior testimony under oath; and 

(iv) Deposition of that witness; and 

(v) In time of war, unsworn statements. 

(5) Alternatives to evidence. 

(A) Unless the defense objects, an 
investigating officer may consider, regardless 
of the availability of the evidence: 

(i) Testimony describing the evidence; 

(ii) An authenticated copy, photograph, or 
reproduction of similar accuracy of the 
evidence; 

(iii) An alternative to testimony, when 
permitted under subsection (g)(4)(B) of this 
rule, in which the evidence is described; 

(iv) A stipulation of fact, document’s 
contents, or expected testimony; 

(v) An unsworn statement describing the 
evidence; or 


(vi) An offer of proof concerning pertinent 
characteristics of the evidence. 

(B) The investigating officer may consider, 
over objection of the defense, when the 
evidence is not reasonably available: 

(i) Testimony describing the evidence; 

(ii) An authenticated copy, photograph, or 
reproduction of similar accuracy of the 
evidence; or 

(iii) An alternative to testimony, when 
permitted under subsection (g)(4)(B) of this 
rule, in which the evidence is described. 

(6) Protective order for release of privileged 
information. If, prior to referral, the 
Government agrees to disclose to the accused 
information to which the protections 
afforded by Mil. R. Evid. 505 or 506 may 
apply, the convening authority, or other 
person designated by regulation of the 
Secretary of the service concerned, may enter 
an appropriate protective order, in writing, to 
guard against the compromise of information 
disclosed to the accused. The terms of any 
such protective order may include 
prohibiting the disclosure of the information 
except as authorized by the authority issuing 
the protective order, as well as those terms 
specified by Mil. R. Evid. 505(g)(1)(B) 
through (F) or 506(g)(2) through (5). 

(h) Procedure. 

(1) Presentation of evidence. 

(A) Testimony. All testimony shall be taken 
under oath, except that the accused may 
make an unsworn statement. The defense 
shall be given wide latitude in cross- 
examining witnesses. 


Discussion 


The following oath may be given to 
witnesses: 

“Do you (swear) (affirm) that the evidence 
you give shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth (so help you 
God)?” 

The investigating officer is required to 
include in the report of the investigation a 
summary of the substance of all testimony. 
See subsection (j)(2)(B) of this rule. After the 
hearing, the investigating officer should, 
whenever possible, reduce the substance of 
the testimony of each witness to writing. 

If the accused testifies, the investigating 
officer may invite but not require the accused 
to swear to the truth of a summary of that 
testimony. If substantially verbatim notes of 
a testimony or recordings of testimony were 
taken during the investigation, they should 
be preserved until the end of trial. 

If it appears that material witnesses for 
either side will not be available at the time 
anticipated for trial, the investigating officer 
should notify the commander who directed 
the investigation so that depositions may be 
taken if necessary. 

If during the investigation any witness 
subject to the code is suspected of an offense 
under the code, the investigating officer 
should comply with the warning 
requirements of Mil. R. Evid.305(c), (d), and, 
if necessary, (e). 

(B) Other evidence. The investigating 
officer shall inform the parties what other 
evidence will be considered. The parties 
shall be permitted to examine all other 
evidence considered by the investigating 
officer. 


(C) Defense evidence. The defense shall 
have full opportunity to present any matters 
in defense, extenuation, or mitigation. 

(2) Objections. Any objection alleging 
failure to comply with this rule, except 
subsection (j), shall be made to the 
investigating officer promptly upon 
discovery of the alleged error. The 
investigating officer shall not be required to 
rule on any objection. An objection shall be 
noted in the report of investigation if a party 
so requests. The investigating officer may 
require a party to file any objection in 
writing. 


Discussion 


See also subsection (k) of this rule. 


Although the investigating officer is not 
required to rule on objections, the 
investigating officer may take corrective 
action in response to an objection as to 
matters relating to the conduct of the 
proceedings when the investigating officer 
believes such action is appropriate. 

If an objection raises a substantial question 
about a matter within the authority of the 
commander who directed the investigation 
(for example, whether the investigating 
officer was properly appointed) the 
investigating officer should promptly inform 
the commander who directed the 
investigation. 

(3) Access by spectators. Access by 
spectators to all or part of the proceedings 
may be restricted or foreclosed in the 
discretion of the commander who directed 
the investigation or the investigating officer. 
Article 32 investigations are public hearings 
and should remain open to the public 
whenever possible. When an overriding 
interest exists that outweighs the value of an 
open investigation, the hearing may be closed 
to spectators. Any closure must be narrowly 
tailored to achieve the overriding interest 
that justified the closure. Commanders or 
investigating officers must conclude that no 
lesser methods short of closing the Article 32 
investigation can be used to protect the 
overriding interest in the case. Commanders 
or investigating officers must conduct a case- 
by-case, witness-by-witness, circumstance- 
by-circumstance analysis of whether closure 
is necessary. If a commander or investigating 
officer believes closing the Article 32 
investigation is necessary, the commander or 
investigating officer must make specific 
findings of fact in writing that support the 
closure. The written findings of fact must be 
included in the Article 32 investigating 
officer’s report. Examples of overriding 
interests may include: preventing 
psychological harm or trauma to a child 
witness or an alleged victim of a sexual 
crime, protecting the safety of a witness or 
alleged victim, protecting classified material, 
and receiving evidence where a witness is 
incapable of testifying in an open setting. 

(4) Presence of accused. The further 
progress of the taking of evidence shall not 
be prevented and the accused shall be 
considered to have waived the right to be 
present, whenever the accused: 

(A) After being notified of the time and 
place of the proceeding is voluntarily absent 
(whether or not informed by the investigating 
officer of the obligation to be present); or 
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(B) After being warned by the investigating 
officer that disruptive conduct will cause 
removal from the proceeding, persists in 
conduct which is such as to justify exclusion 
from the proceeding. 

(i) Military Rules of Evidence. The Military 
Rules of Evidence—other than Mil. R. Evid. 
301, 302, 303, 305, 412 and Section V—shall 
not apply in pretrial investigations under this 
rule. 


Discussion 


The investigating officer should exercise 
reasonable control over the scope of the 
inquiry. See subsection (e) of this rule. An 
investigating officer may consider any 
evidence, even if that evidence would not be 
admissible at trial. However, see subsection 
(g)(4) of this rule as to limitations on the 
ways in which testimony may be presented. 

Certain rules relating to the form of 
testimony which may be considered by the 
investigating officer appear in subsection (g) 
of this rule. 

(j) Report of investigation. 

(1) In general. The investigating officer 
shall make a timely written report of the 
investigation to the commander who directed 
the investigation. 


Discussion 


If practicable, the charges and the report of 
investigation should be forwarded to the 
general court-martial convening authority 
within 8 days after an accused is ordered into 
arrest or confinement. Article 33. 

(2) Contents. The report of investigation 
shall include: 

(A) A statement of names and 
organizations or addresses of defense counsel 
and whether defense counsel was present 
throughout the taking of evidence, or if not 
present the reason why; 


(B) The substance of the testimony taken 
on both sides, including any stipulated 
testimony; 

(C) Any other statements, documents, or 
matters considered by the investigating 
officer, or recitals of the substance or nature 
of such evidence; 

(D) A statement of any reasonable grounds 
for belief that the accused was not mentally 
responsible for the offense or was not 
competent to participate in the defense 
during the investigation; 


Discussion 


See R.C.M. 909 (mental capacity); 916(k) 
(mental responsibility). 

(E) A statement whether the essential 
witnesses will be available at the time 
anticipated for trial and the reasons why any 
essential witness may not then be available; 

(F) An explanation of any delays in the 
investigation; 

(G) The investigating officer’s conclusion 
whether the charges and specifications are in 
proper form; 

(H) The investigating officer’s conclusion 
whether reasonable grounds exist to believe 
that the accused committed the offenses 
alleged; and 

(I) The recommendations of the 
investigating officer, including disposition. 


Discussion 


For example, the investigating officer may 
recommend that the charges and 
specifications be amended or that additional 
charges be preferred. See R.C.M. 306 and 401 
concerning other possible dispositions. 

See Appendix 5 for a sample of the 
Investigating Officer’s Report (DD Form 457). 

(3) Distribution of the report. The 
investigating officer shall cause the report to 
be delivered to the commander who directed 
the investigation. That commander shall 


promptly cause a copy of the report to be 
delivered to each accused. 

(4) Objections. Any objection to the report 
shall be made to the commander who 
directed the investigation within 5 days of its 
receipt by the accused. This subsection does 
not prohibit a convening authority from 
referring the charges or taking other action 
within the 5-day period. 

(k) Waiver. The accused may waive an 
investigation under this rule. In addition, 
failure to make a timely objection under this 
rule, including an objection to the report, 
shall constitute waiver of the objection. 
Relief from the waiver may be granted by the 
investigating officer, the commander who 
directed the investigation, the convening 
authority, or the military judge, as 
appropriate, for good cause shown. 


Discussion 
See also R.C.M. 905(b)(1); 906(b)(3). 

If the report fails to include reference to 
objections which were made under 
subsection (h)(2) of this rule, failure to object 
to the report will constitute waiver of such 
objections in the absence of good cause for 
relief from the waiver. 

The commander who receives an objection 
may direct that the investigation be reopened 
or take other action, as appropriate. 

Even if the accused made a timely 
objection to failure to produce a witness, a 
defense request for a deposition may be 
necessary to preserve the issue for later 
review.” 


Dated: September 29, 2014. 
Aaron Siegel, 


Alternate OSD Federal Register Liaison 
Officer, Department of Defense. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23546 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
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CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY 
COMMISSION 

16 CFR Part 1240 

[CPSC Docket No. CPSC-2012-0050] 

Final Rule: Safety Standard for Magnet 
Sets 


AGENCY: Consumer Product Safety 
Commission. 
ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: The Consumer Product Safety 
Commission (CPSC, Commission, or we) 
is issuing a rule establishing 
requirements for magnet sets and 
individual magnets that are intended or 
marketed to be used with or as magnet 
sets. As defined in the rule, magnet sets 
are aggregations of separable magnetic 
objects that are marketed or commonly 
used as a manipulative or construction 
item for entertainment, such as puzzle 
working, sculpture building, mental 
stimulation, or stress relief. Under the 
rule, if a magnet set contains a magnet 
that fits within the CPSC’s small parts 
cylinder, each magnet in the magnet set 
must have a flux index of 50 kG? mm? 
or less. An individual magnet that is 
marketed or intended for use as part of 
a magnet set also must meet these 
requirements. The flux index is 
determined by the method described in 
ASTM F963-11, Standard Consumer 
Safety Specification for Toy Safety. 
DATES: This rule will become effective 
on April 1, 2015. The incorporation by 
reference of the publication listed in 
this rule is approved by the Director of 
the Federal Register as of April 1, 2015. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Thomas Lee, Compliance Officer, Office 
of Compliance and Field Operations, 
Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
4330 East West Highway, Bethesda, MD 
20814; telephone: (301) 504-7737, or 
email: tlee@cpsc.gov. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


A. Background 


The Commission is issuing a safety 
standard under the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (CPSA) establishing 
requirements for magnet sets that have 
been associated with serious injuries 
and one reported death.’ As discussed 
in greater detail in section B of this 
preamble, magnet sets are sets of small, 
powerful magnets marketed for general 
entertainment as construction toys, desk 


1 The Commission voted 4-0-1 to publish this 
notice in the Federal Register. Chairman Elliot F. 
Kaye, Commissioner Robert S. Adler, Commissioner 
Marietta S. Robinson and Commissioner Joseph P. 
Mohorovic voted to approve publication of the final 
rule. Commissioner Ann Marie Buerkle abstained 
from the matter. 


toys, sculpture sets, or stress relievers. 
The rule also covers individual magnets 
that are marketed or intended for use 
with or as magnet sets. The Commission 
concludes that this rule is necessary to 
address an unreasonable risk of injury 
and death associated with these magnet 
sets. 


1. Initial Incident Reports to CPSC and 
CPSC’s Response 


Significant U.S. sales of magnet sets 
marketed for general entertainment 
began in 2009. CPSC staff received the 
first consumer incident report involving 
magnet sets in February 2010. No injury 
resulted from this incident. Shortly after 
receiving this report, CPSC staff 
collected and evaluated samples of the 
magnet sets. 

In December 2010, we received our 
first consumer incident report involving 
the surgical removal of magnets that had 
been part of a magnet set. During 2011, 
CPSC staff collected magnet sets 
marketed to children under 13 years 
old, and staff evaluated the compliance 
of these products with ASTM F963-11, 
Standard Consumer Safety 
Specification for Toy Safety. Staff 
evaluated these products under ASTM 
F-963 because some of the products 
were labeled and marketed in a manner 
that appeared to promote use by 
children and this standard includes 


requirements for the strength and size of 


magnets that are part of a toy intended 
for children. For firms whose products 
did not have labeling or marketing 
information, CPSC staff encouraged 
those firms to develop marketing 
programs and labeling content to help 
ensure that these magnet sets were not 
marketed to children. In addition, CPSC 
staff issued Notices of Noncompliance 
to firms that marketed magnet sets to 
children younger than 14 years of age. 

In November 2011, in response to 
continuing reports of injuries associated 
with the products, the CPSC, in 
cooperation with two manufacturers, 
launched a public awareness campaign, 
which included a video public service 
announcement (PSA). The PSA advised 
children: Not to put magnets from 
magnet sets into their mouth; described 
the risk of injury presented by the 
ingestion of high-powered magnets; and 
provided tips to avoid magnet ingestion 
injuries, along with guidance for 
children who had swallowed magnets 
and parents who suspect that their child 
has swallowed magnets. Despite the 
CPSC’s compliance and public 
awareness activities, reported incidents 
of magnet ingestion by children 
increased from 13 in 2010, to 19 in 
2011, and 52 in 2012. Likely due to 
CPSC enforcement and regulatory 


activity beginning in mid-2012, and 
because the largest distributor ceased 
operations at the end of 2012, reported 
incidents declined to 13 incidents in 
2013, including one fatality, and two 
incidents in 2014. We received an 
additional magnet ingestion incident 
report for which there was insufficient 
information to determine the date of the 
incident. As of June 24, 2014, 100 
ingestion incidents involving, or 
possibly involving, ingestion of magnets 
from magnet sets have been reported to 
CPSC. (As discussed in section C of this 
preamble, staff's analysis of incidents 
reported through the National Electronic 
Injury Surveillance System (NEISS) 
estimates that 2,900 possible magnet set, 
emergency department-treated 
ingestions occurred in the United States 
from January 1, 2009 through December 
31, 2013). 


2. Corrective Actions 


In May 2012, Compliance staff 
contacted a total of 13 independent 
importers of magnet sets and asked 
these importers to provide reports 
required under Section 15 of the CPSA. 
Most of the firms agreed to stop selling 
the products pending the results of 
staff's evaluation of the products. Given 
the continued injuries to children, staff 
negotiated voluntary corrective action 
plans with 11 of the 13 magnet set 
importers. These firms agreed to cease 
importation, distribution, and sales of 
magnet sets. Two importers did not 
agree to stop selling the magnets and the 
Commission initiated an administrative 
action in July and August 2012 seeking 
a determination that the magnet sets 
present a substantial product hazard 
and an order that the firm cease 
importation and distribution of the 
products. The Commission initiated a 
third administrative action in December 
2012 after one of the firms that had 
agreed to stop sale subsequently 
resumed selling magnet sets. Two of the 
three administrative actions have been 
resolved. In May 2014, the Commission 
settled the administrative action against 
Maxfield & Oberton Holdings, LLC, and 
Craig Zucker, individually, and as an 
officer of Maxfield & Oberton Holdings, 
LLC. The settlement established and 
funded a Recall Trust, which, in 
accordance with a corrective action plan 
(CAP), is recalling the firm’s magnet 
sets. In July 2014, the Commission 
settled the administrative complaint 
against Star Networks USA, LLC (Star). 
Under that settlement, Star has agreed to 
implement a CAP providing for the 
recall of the firm’s magnet sets. The 
third firm, Zen Magnets, LLC, remains 
the subject of a CPSC administrative 
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action and continues to market and sell 
magnet sets. 


3. Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 


In the Federal Register of September 
4, 2012 (77 FR 53781), the Commission 
published a notice of proposed 
rulemaking (NPR) to address the 
unreasonable risk of injury associated 
with magnet sets. The NPR proposed a 
standard that would require magnets 
from magnet sets containing at least one 
magnet that fits within the CPSC’s small 
parts cylinder to have a flux index of 50 
kG? mm? or less. The proposed rule 
sought comment on whether the rule 
should include magnets sold 
individually that could be aggregated 
into a magnet set. The final rule 
modifies the proposal to include 
individual magnets marketed or 
intended for the same uses as a magnet 
set, I.e., aS a manipulative or 
construction item for entertainment, 
such as puzzle working, sculpture 
building, mental stimulation, or stress 
relief. We discuss this modification and 
other differences between the proposed 
and final rule in Section F of this 
preamble. The information discussed in 
this preamble comes from CPSC staff's 
briefing packages for the proposed and 
final magnet set rule, which are 
available on the CPSC’s Web site at: 
http://www.cpsc.gov/PageFiles/128934/ 
magnetstd.pdf (NPR briefing package) 
and http://www.cpsc.gov/Global/ 
Newsroom/FOIA/ 
CommissionBriefingPackages/2014/ 
SafetyStandardforMagnetSets- 
FinalRule.pdf (final rule briefing 
package). 


B. The Product 


1. Description of the Product 


The magnet sets covered by this rule 
typically are comprised of numerous 
identical, spherical, or cube-shaped 
magnets, approximately 3 millimeters to 
6 millimeters in size, with the majority 
made from NdFeB (Neodymium-Iron- 
Boron or NIB). As discussed in section 
F of this preamble, the rule also covers 
individual magnets that are marketed or 
intended for use with or as magnet sets. 
These magnets exhibit strong magnetic 
properties. The magnetized 
neodymium-iron-boron cores are coated 
with a variety of metals and other 
materials to make them more attractive 
to consumers and to protect the brittle 
magnetic alloy materials from breaking, 
chipping, and corroding. 

The magnets that are part of magnet 
sets are often referred to as ‘‘magnet 
balls” or “rare earth magnets.’’ Magnet 
sets are and have been marketed as: 
adult desk toys, the “puzzles of the 


future,”’ stress relievers, science kits, 
and educational tools for “brain 
development.” As shown in product 
instructions and in videos on related 
Web sites, magnet sets can be used and 
reused to make various two- and three- 
dimensional sculptures and figures, 
jewelry, and toys, such as spinning tops. 
Videos also show how these magnets 
can be used to mimic mouth and tongue 
piercings. 

Magnet sets come with varying 
numbers of magnets, from as few as 27 
magnets, to more than 1,000. Most of the 
magnets have been sold in sets of 125 
balls or sets of 216 to 224 balls. The one 
firm that is currently marketing magnet 
sets that would not meet this rule sells 
one or more balls individually. Based on 
product information provided by 
marketers, the most common magnet 
size is approximately 5 millimeters in 
diameter, although balls as small as 
about 3 millimeters have been sold, as 
have sets of larger magnet balls (perhaps 
15 millimeters to 25 millimeters in 
diameter). In addition to magnetic ball 
sets, magnet sets comprised of small 
magnetic cubes have also been sold, as 
have small magnetic rods. Sets made up 
of rods, however, have comprised a 
relatively small share of the market. 

Most magnet sets contain magnets 
that are glossy and highly reflective 
with the spheres often described as 
similar in appearance to BBs or ball 
bearings. Magnet set magnets come in a 
variety of colors, including silver, blue, 
yellow, green and orange. The products 
are packaged in a variety of ways, 
including fabric pouches, wooden 
boxes, and metal tins. 

The rule defines ‘‘magnet set” as: 
“any aggregation of separable magnetic 
objects that is a consumer product 
intended, marketed or commonly used 
as a manipulative or construction item 
for general entertainment, such as 
puzzle working, sculpture, mental 
stimulation, or stress relief.’’ As 
discussed in section F of this preamble, 
the rule also covers individual magnets 
marketed or intended for use with 
magnet sets. 


2. Use of the Product 


For the NPR, CPSC’s Human Factors 
staff provided an assessment that 
discusses the appeal and use of magnet 
sets. Magnet sets have some appeal for 
virtually all age groups. These types of 
magnets tend to capture attention 
because they are shiny and reflect light. 
They are smooth, which gives the 
magnets tactile appeal, and these 
magnets make soft snapping sounds as 
they are manipulated. These properties 
or characteristics of magnets are likely 
to seem magical to younger children and 


may evoke a degree of awe and 
amusement among older children and 
teens. These features are the foundation 
of the magnet sets’ appeal as a 
challenging puzzle, or as a 
manipulative, or as jewelry. These 
magnets may also be used like a stress 
ball and as a way to hold things in 
place. 

Children, from toddlers through teens, 
have been exposed to magnet sets in the 
home setting and elsewhere. As the NPR 
preamble notes, we have reports of 
ingestion incidents that involve 
children 5 years of age and younger. The 
reports reflect similar scenarios to other 
ingestion incidents among this age 
group because mouthing and ingesting 
non-food items is a normal part of 
preschool children’s exploratory 
behavior. In a number of reported 
incidents, the magnets were not in their 
original containers, and caregivers were 
unaware that some of the magnets from 
the set were missing and in the child’s 
possession. 

As noted in the NPR preamble, 
magnet sets also appeal to children of 
early-to-middle elementary school age. 
Younger children in this age group are 
interested in simple three-dimensional 
puzzles, and older elementary school 
children are interested in highly 
complex puzzles. Children in the latter 
age group also can engage in activities 
that require the type of meticulous work 
and attention that would be needed to 
create the complex patterns and 
structures found on paper and in video 
instructions for magnet sets. 
Additionally, magnets typically are 
included in science curricula for 
elementary school children to 
demonstrate the basic concepts of 
magnetism. 

For all of these reasons, and 
consistent with reviews on retail Web 
sites, magnet sets are sometimes 
purchased for children under the age of 
14, despite warnings or labeling to the 
contrary. For example, approximately 
one-third of 53 adults reviewing one 
manufacturer’s product on Amazon.com 
reported purchasing the magnets for 
children 8 through 11 years of age. 

Thus, it is foreseeable that some 
portion of these products will be 
purchased for elementary school 
children and teens. Moreover, given the 
relatively low cost for some magnet sets, 
elementary school children and teens 
may purchase the magnet sets 
themselves. The incident reports reflect 
behaviors that are beyond the intended 
use of the product but that are 
foreseeable for the groups using them. 
For example, it is foreseeable that some 
children will place these magnets in 
their mouth, even if the manufacturer 
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warns against this behavior. The 
mouthing of objects, common among 
younger children, develops into less 
obvious and more socially acceptable 
oral habits, which may continue 
through childhood and adolescence and 
into adulthood (e.g., mouthing or 
chewing a fingertip, fingernail, knuckle, 
pen, pencil, or other object, especially 
while concentrating or worrying). 
Where details are provided, the incident 
reports describe scenarios that are 
consistent with the behaviors of young 
children and teens. Although 
exploratory play is generally associated 
with very young children, people of all 
ages use their senses to explore 
unfamiliar phenomena. 77 FR 53781, 
53783 (Sep. 4, 2012). 


3. The Market 


Based on information reviewed by 
staff on product sales, including reports 
by firms provided to the Office of 
Compliance and Field Operations, the 
number of magnet sets that were sold to 
U.S. consumers from 2009 through mid- 
2012, may have totaled about 2.7 
million sets, with a value of roughly $50 
million. This estimate reflects retail 
sales directly to consumers (through 
company Web sites and other Internet 
retail sites) and sales to retailers who 
market the products. Staff’s review of 
retail prices reported by importers, and 
observed on Internet sites in 2012, 
suggested prices of magnets sets 
typically ranging from about $20 to $45 
per set, with an average price of about 
$25. 

To our knowledge, all of the firms that 
have marketed the products, including 
the firm that continues to sell individual 
magnets and magnet sets, import the 
products packaged and labeled for sale 
to U.S. consumers. Several Chinese 
manufacturers have the facilities and 
production capacity to meet the orders 
of U.S. importers. Additionally, there 
are no major barriers to market entry for 
firms wishing to source products from 
China for sale in the United States. 
Firms may have sales arrangements with 
Internet retailers who hold stock for 
them and process orders. 

We have identified about 25 U.S. 
firms and individuals who imported 
magnet sets for sale in the United States 
in 2012. The combined sales of the top 
seven firms probably have accounted for 
the great majority (perhaps more than 
90%) of units sold. One firm, Maxfield 
& Oberton Holdings, LLC, believed to 
have held a dominant position in the 
market for magnetic desk sets since the 
firm entered the market in 2009, ceased 
operating in December 2012, and is no 
longer an importer of magnet sets. That 
now-defunct firm, along with a few 


larger firms (including a firm based in 
Canada with a branch office in the 
United States), marketed their products 
through accounts with retailers. They 
have also sold their products directly to 
consumers via the Internet, using their 
own Web sites, or other Internet 
shopping sites. In addition to products 
offered for sale by U.S. importers, 
consumers also have the ability to 
purchase magnetic sets directly from 
sources in Hong Kong or China that 
market products through a leading 
Internet shopping site. 


C. Risk of Injury 


The risk of injury addressed by this 
rule is damage to intestinal tissue 
caused when a person ingests more than 
one magnet from a magnet set (or one 
magnet and a ferromagnetic object). The 
magnets are attracted to each other in 
the digestive system, damaging the 
intestinal tissue that becomes trapped 
between the magnets. In rare cases, 
there can be interaction between 
magnets in the airways and digestive 
tract (esophagus). These injuries can be 
difficult to diagnose and treat because 
the symptoms of magnet ingestion often 
appear similar to those of less serious 
conditions, such as the flu, and because 
many doctors are unfamiliar with the 
risks of magnet ingestion. In addition, 
the limitations of standard diagnostic 
tools to identify and evaluate the 
presence of magnets in the body may 
make magnet ingestion difficult to 
identify. Serious injury and even death 
are consequences of ingestion of strong 
magnets by children. 


1. Incident Data 


NEISS data. CPSC staff reviewed data 
from the NEISS database of magnet- 
related ingestion cases treated in 
emergency departments from January 1, 
2009 to December 31, 2013.2 CPSC staff 
analyzed 456 magnet-related ingestion 
cases and determined that 121 of the 
cases involved or possibly involved 
ingestion of magnets from magnet sets. 
Staff further determined that an 
estimated 2,900 ingestions of magnets 
from magnet sets were treated in U.S. 
emergency departments during this 5- 
year period—an estimated average of 
580 emergency department-treated 
magnet ingestions per year. The largest 
portion of these incidents involved 


2 The Commission collects information on 
hospital emergency room-treated injuries through 
the NEISS database. This data can be used to 
provide national estimates of product-related 
injuries treated in U.S. hospital emergency 
departments. Incidents reported to the Commission 
represent a minimum count of injuries. To account 
for incidents that are not reported to the 
Commission, the staff calculates an estimated 
number of such injuries. 


children 4 through 12 years of age. An 
estimated 1,900 of the 2,900 victims are 
in the 4- through 12-year-old age group 
(65.3 percent). For more information 
about the process of developing the 
estimates of incidents, see the 
memorandum from the Directorate for 
Epidemiology, located at Tab B of staff's 
briefing package: http://www.cpsc.gov/ 
Global/Newsroom/FOIA/ 
CommissionBriefingPackages/2014/ 
SafetyStandardforMagnetSets- 
FinalRule.pdf. 

Databases other than NEISS. The 
preamble to the proposed rule (77 FR at 
53784 through 53785) summarized the 
data for incidents reported through 
databases other than NEISS from 
January 1, 2009 through June 30, 2012. 
These incidents involved the ingestion 
of magnets by children between the ages 
of 1 and 15. For that period, we received 
reports of 50 incidents involving the 
ingestion of magnets by children in this 
age range. Of those 50 incidents, 38 
involved the ingestion of high-powered, 
ball-shaped magnets contained in 
products that meet the definition above 
of ‘‘magnet set’’; five of the 50 incidents 
possibly involved ingestion of this type 
of magnet. In 35 of the 43 incidents 
involving or possibly involving magnets 
from a magnet set, two or more magnets 
were ingested. Hospitalization was 
required in 29 of the 43 incidents, with 
surgery necessary to remove the 
magnets in 20 of the 29 hospitalizations. 
In the other nine hospitalizations, the 
victim underwent colonoscopic or 
endoscopic procedures to remove the 
magnets. In 37 of the 43 incidents, the 
magnets were ingested by children 
younger than 4 years old or between the 
ages of 4 and 12 years. 

Since publication of the NPR, the 
Commission has received reports of 
additional incidents involving the 
ingestion of magnets by children 
between the ages of 1 year and 15 years 
old, including one report of a fatality 
associated with the ingestion of small 
spherical magnets. We have now 
received reports of a total of 100 
incidents involving or possibly 
involving the ingestion of high- 
powered, ball-shaped magnets 
contained in products that meet the 
definition of ‘‘magnet set.”” The reports 
indicate that the incidents occurred 
between January 1, 2009 and June 24, 
2014. Sixty-one of the 100 reported 
incidents required hospitalization. In 87 
of the 100 reported incidents, the 
magnets were ingested by children 
younger than 4 years old or between the 
ages of 4 and 12 years. 

Among the 100 reported incidents is 
one fatality that involved magnets from 
a magnet set. In August 2013, a 19- 
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month-old female died from ischemic 
bowel caused by magnets from magnet 
sets in her small intestine. 


2. Hazard Scenarios 


As discussed in the preamble to the 
proposed rule, the incident reports 
describe scenarios that are consistent 
with behaviors of children in the 
identified age ranges. As noted in the 
NPR, mouthing of objects, which is 
common among younger children, 
develops into less obvious and more 
socially acceptable oral habits, which 
may continue through childhood and 
adolescence and into adulthood (e.g., 
mouthing or chewing a fingertip, 
fingernail, knuckle, pen, pencil, or other 
object, especially while concentrating or 
worrying). 77 FR 53781, 53783 (Sep. 4, 
2012). For example, in the incidents 
reported in the 8 through 12-year-old 
age group, one child described wanting 
to feel the force of the magnets through 
his tongue; one was trying to see if the 
magnets would stick to her braces; and 
another wanted to see if the magnets 
would stick together through her teeth. 
In another common scenario that 
accounted for half of the reported 
ingestion incidents among 8 to 15 year 
olds, children used multiple magnets to 
simulate piercings of their tongue, lips, 
or cheeks. In incidents reported among 
children under the age of 4 years, 
children put the magnets in their 
mouths and either intentionally or 
accidentally swallowed them. 

The preamble to the proposed rule 
provides summaries of several incident 
reports that demonstrate a few of the 
reported hazard scenarios (77 FR at 
53785 to 53786). These scenarios 
include two incidents in which young 
girls (10 and 13 years of age) swallowed 
multiple magnet balls while using the 
magnets to simulate tongue and lip 
piercings. The girls underwent surgical 
procedures to remove magnet balls from 
their intestines. In three other scenarios, 
magnet balls ingested by children under 
the age of 3 years had to be removed 
surgically from the children’s stomach 
and intestines. In three of the five 
incidents described in the preamble to 
the proposed rule, the child’s parent or 
caregiver did not realize the child had 
ingested magnets, which resulted in a 
delay in treatment and an increase in 
the severity of the injuries from the 
magnets, which attached to each other 
across intestinal tissue. 


3. Details Concerning Injuries 


Multiple factors complicate the 
diagnosis of injury from magnet 
ingestion (77 FR 53786). These factors 
include a lack of awareness by medical 
professionals of the dangers posed by 


the ingestion of high-powered magnets; 
the inability of standard diagnostic tools 
to demonstrate that the ingested item is 
a magnet; the similarities between 
symptoms resulting from magnet 
ingestion injuries and less serious 
conditions like the flu; and victims’ 
inability or unwillingness to 
communicate to their caregivers or 
medical personnel that they have 
ingested magnets. 

The preamble to the proposed rule 
discussed the manner in which ingested 
high-powered magnets can cause harm 
by compressing intestinal tissue, the 
specific types of injuries that can result 
when tissue is trapped between two 
magnets, and the risks associated with 
those injuries (77 FR 53786). These 
injuries include perforations that can 
result in infection due to leakage of gut 
contents into the abdominal cavity and 
obstructions that can lead to intestinal 
tissue becoming necrotic or rupturing 
and causing contamination of the 
abdominal cavity. Surgical procedures 
often are required to remove magnets 
from the digestive system. 
Complications can arise after these 
procedures, including bleeding, 
infection, and ileus (temporary paralysis 
of gut motility). Long-term 
complications resulting from this type 
of surgical procedure can include: (1) 
Adhesions (where bands of intra- 
abdominal scar tissue form that can 
interfere with gut movement and can 
cause obstruction); (2) removal of long 
sections of injured bowel; and (3) 
impaired digestive function. 


D. Statutory Authority 


This rulemaking is conducted 
pursuant to the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (CPSA). Magnet sets are 
“consumer products” that can be 
regulated by the Commission under the 
authority of the CPSA. 15 U.S.C. 
2052(a). 

Under section 7 of the CPSA, the 
Commission is authorized to promulgate 
a mandatory consumer product safety 
standard that sets forth performance 
requirements for a consumer product or 
that sets forth requirements that a 
product be marked or accompanied by 
clear and adequate warnings or 
instructions. 15 U.S.C. 2056. A 
performance, warning, or instruction 
standard must be reasonably necessary 
to prevent or reduce an unreasonable 
risk or injury associated with a 
consumer product. 

Section 9 of the CPSA specifies the 
procedure that the Commission must 
follow to issue a consumer product 
safety standard under section 7. In 
accordance with section 9, the 
Commission commenced this 


rulemaking by issuing an NPR on 
September 4, 2012 (77 FR 53781), 
including the proposed rule and a 
preliminary regulatory analysis under 
section 9(c) of the CPSA. In addition, 
the Commission requested comments on 
the risk of injury identified, the 
regulatory alternatives under 
consideration, and other possible 
alternatives for addressing the risk. Id. 
2058(c). As discussed in section E of 
this preamble, the Commission 
considered the comments received in 
response to the proposed rule. 

Section 9 also requires the 
Commission to provide interested 
persons ‘‘an opportunity for the oral 
presentation of data, views, or 
arguments,” in addition to an 
opportunity to provide written 
comments. Jd. 2058(d)(2). Accordingly, 
the Commission held a public hearing 
on the proposed rule on October 22, 
2013, at agency headquarters in 
Bethesda, MD. The hearing notice was 
published in the Federal Register (78 
FR 58491). The submissions forwarded 
to the agency by presenters before the 
hearing, can be read online at: http:// 
www.cpsc.gov/en/Newsroom/Public- 
Calendar/2014/Public-Hearing/Agenda/ 
Magnet-/. Videos of the presentations 
can be viewed at: http://www.cpsc.gov/ 
Newsroom/Multimedia/?vid=66455. The 
Commission also allowed submitters to 
forward additional written comments 
for 1 week after the hearing. We 
considered all of the written and oral 
comments received. 

With this notice, the Commission 
issues a final rule, along with a final 
regulatory analysis. See id. 2058(f)(1). 
According to section 9(f)(1) of the CPSA, 
before promulgating a consumer 
product safety rule, the Commission 
must consider and make appropriate 
findings to be included in the rule on 
the following issues: (1) The degree and 
nature of the risk of injury that the rule 
is designed to eliminate or reduce; (2) 
the approximate number of consumer 
products subject to the rule; (3) the 
public’s need for the products subject to 
the rule, and the probable effect the rule 
will have on utility, cost, or availability 
of such products; and (4) the means to 
achieve the objective of the rule while 
minimizing adverse effects on 
competition, manufacturing, and 
commercial practices. Id. 2058(f)(1). 

Pursuant to section 9(f)(3) of the 
CPSA, to issue a final rule, the 
Commission must find that the rule is 
“reasonably necessary to eliminate or 
reduce an unreasonable risk of injury 
associated with such product” and find 
that issuing the rule is in the public 
interest. Id. 2058(f)(3)(A)&(B). In 
addition, if a voluntary standard 
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addressing the risk of injury has been 
adopted and implemented, the 
Commission must find that: (1) The 
voluntary standard is not likely to 
eliminate or adequately reduce the risk 
of injury, or that (2) substantial 
compliance with the voluntary standard 
is unlikely. Jd. 2058(f)(3(D). The 
Commission also must find that the 
expected benefits of the rule bear a 
reasonable relationship to the cost of the 
rule and that the rule imposes the least 
burdensome requirements that would 
adequately reduce the risk of injury. Id. 
2058(f)(3)(E)&(F). 


E. Response to Comments on the 
Proposed Rule 


This section summarizes the issues 
raised by comments on the proposed 
rule and provides that Commission’s 
responses to those comments. 


1. Oral Presentations 


On October 22, 2013, the Commission 
provided the public an opportunity to 
present views on the proposed rule in 
person before the Commission 
Presenters at the hearing included 
representatives from the Consumer 
Federation of American, Consumers 
Union, the American Academy of 
Pediatrics, and the National Association 
of Pediatric Gastroenterology, 
Hepatology, and Nutrition. The medical 
experts reported that the available 
research most likely reflects an 
undercount of the true incidence of 
injuries associated with magnet sets. 
The doctors also stated there was no 
evidence suggesting that the victims’ 
caregivers were negligent or otherwise 
impaired at the time of the ingestion 
incidents. Rather, the doctors noted that 
ingestion-related injuries, such as those 
associated with magnet sets, can be 
experienced in households with the 
most caring and well-educated 
caregivers. The doctors also testified 
that public education campaigns take a 
long time to show effects and that those 
campaigns would not be as effective in 
reducing magnet ingestion injuries as 
the proposed rule, which they strongly 
urged the Commission to finalize. 


2. Written Comments 


The preamble to the NPR invited 
comments concerning all aspects of the 
proposed rule. We received written 
comments from more than 5,000 
commenters in response to the NPR. 
Many of the comments contained more 
than one issue, and many of the 
comments addressed the same or similar 
issues. Thus, we organized our 
responses by issue. All of the comments 
can be viewed at: www.regulations.gov, 


by searching under the docket number 
for this rulemaking, CPSC-—2012-0050. 


Commission’s Authority To Promulgate 
the Rule 


(Comment 1)—Many commenters 
opine that promulgating the rule 
exceeds the Commission’s authority. 
More specifically, several commenters 
state that the Commission has no 
authority to issue a rule that would 
result in a prohibition of all magnet sets 
currently on the market simply because 
certain consumers use magnets in a 
manner that is inconsistent with the 
purpose intended for the product. Other 
commenters opine that the rule violates 
consumers’ constitutional rights, 
including the right to freedom of 
expression through purchasing products 
they desire, and that a rule that 
prohibits the sale of covered magnet sets 
is drastically out of proportion to the 
risks presented by the product. Other 
commenters characterize the safety 
standard as the government usurping 
responsibility for the safety of children, 
which they say should properly reside 
with children’s parents or caregivers. 

(Response 1)—The Commission has 
the authority to issue a rule establishing 
performance requirements that a 
product must meet so that the product 
does not present an unreasonable risk of 
injury to consumers. Section 7 of the 
CPSA authorizes the Commission to 
promulgate consumer product safety 
standards as performance requirements 
or that require products to be marked or 
accompanied by clear and adequate 
warnings and instructions. The 
requirements of a standard issued under 
this provision must be reasonably 
necessary to prevent or reduce an 
unreasonable risk of injury associated 
with the product. Determining whether 
a product presents an unreasonable risk 
of injury requires the Commission to 
consider the costs and benefits of 
regulatory action. The regulatory 
analysis discusses that assessment (see 
Section H of this preamble). The 
Commission must balance such factors 
as the severity of injury, the likelihood 
of injury, and the possible harm the 
regulation could impose on 
manufacturers and consumers. If 
evidence demonstrates that misuse of a 
product results in an unreasonable risk 
of injury, the Commission has the 
authority to promulgate a rule 
reasonably necessary to reduce or 
eliminate that risk. Certainly parents 
and caregivers must be responsible for 
their children’s safety. However, as 
discussed elsewhere, parents and 
caregivers may not be aware of the 
hazards that magnets present. Finally, 


there is no constitutional right to 
purchase a product. 

(Comment 2)—Several commenters 
characterize the Commission’s 
enforcement activities (filing 
administrative complaints, requesting 
certain retailers and importers to stop 
sales of magnet sets, and requesting 
recalls of magnet sets) as improper 
means to prohibit certain magnet sets. 
The commenters suggest that 
rulemaking, rather than these 
enforcement actions, is the appropriate 
approach. 

Response 2)—Enforcement activities 
are intended to remove products from 
the market that present a substantial 
product hazard. This rulemaking 
proceeding is intended to establish 
requirements that magnet sets must 
meet from the effective date of the rule 
going forward. As such, this rulemaking 
proceeding seeks to impose 
requirements on all magnet sets subject 
to the rule that are sold after the rule 
becomes effective. The administrative 
proceeding and enforcement activities 
address only the products currently or 
previously distributed by specific 
importers and retailers. 

Comment 3)—Several commenters 
opine that the Commission would be 
acting arbitrarily or capriciously in 
violation of section 706(2) of the 
Administrative Procedures Act (APA) 
by promulgating the rule; that the rule 
violates due process requirements; and 
that the Commission should hold a 
formal hearing under Sections 556 and 
557 of the APA, even if such a hearing 
is not required statutorily. 

(Response 3)—The Commission is 
following the rulemaking procedures set 
forth in sections 7 and 9 of the CPSA 
and in section 553 of the APA. The 
commenters refer to section 556 and 557 
of the APA. These provisions apply to 
formal rulemaking. However, the 
magnet proceeding is governed by 
section 553 of the APA, which codifies 
the procedure for informal rulemaking. 
By following the appropriate procedures 
under the CPSA and the APA, the 
Commission is providing the process 
that is due. 


Lack of Product Defect 


(Comment 4)—Commenters point out 
that magnet sets pose no risk of injury 
when used properly, that they function 
as intended, and therefore, they are not 
defective. The commenters contend that 
the improper use of a safe product by a 
minority of consumers does not render 
the product defective and does not 
warrant promulgating a rule that would 
remove the product from the market. 

(Response 4)—To promulgate a 
consumer product safety standard, the 
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Commission must find that the rule is 
reasonably necessary to reduce an 
unreasonable risk of injury associated 
with the product. A product may 
present an unreasonable risk of injury, 
even if the product does not contain a 
fault, flaw, or irregularity that impacts 
the manner in which the product 
functions. When assessing risk, CPSC 
considers how consumers may actually 
use a product, not just the manner of 
use intended by the manufacturer. For 
example, the Commission’s cigarette 
lighter standard requires disposable and 
novelty lighters to meet child-resistance 
requirements to protect against the 
misuse of lighters by children. 16 CFR 
part 1210. Similarly, the Commission’s 
Jawn mower standard includes 
requirements to guard against 
consumers intentionally removing a 
shielding safety device from the mower. 
16 CFR part 1205. See Southland Mower 
v. Consumer Product Safety 
Commission, 619 F.2d 499, 513 (5th Cir. 
1980) (reviewing the Commission’s 
lawn mower standard, the court stated: 
“Congress intended for injuries 
resulting from foreseeable misuse of a 
product to be counted in assessing 
risk’’). 


Impact of the Rule on the Availability of 
Magnet Sets for Certain Uses 


(Comment 5)—Commenters state that 
high-powered magnets have many 
laudable uses, including for education 
and research in sciences, such as 
biology, chemistry, and physics. Other 
commenters note that magnet sets are 
used therapeutically for individuals 
with autism or attention-deficit 
disorder. These commenters presume 
that the rule would eliminate from the 
marketplace high-powered magnets 
intended for such uses. 

(Response 5)—Magnets have long 
played a role in education. However, the 
specific products that are covered by the 
rule have been on the market only since 
2008. The rule will cover only “any 
aggregation of separable magnetic 
objects that is a consumer product 
intended, marketed or commonly used 
as a manipulative or construction item 
for entertainment, such as puzzle 
working, sculpture building, mental 
stimulation, or stress relief.”” Magnets 
that are not subject to the restrictions of 
the rule would continue to be available. 
For example, less powerful magnets are 
sometimes included in science kits to 
demonstrate magnetism. In addition, 
high-powered magnets that serve 
industrial and commercial needs would 
not be covered by the rule. 

Products that meet the definition of 
the “magnet sets” that do not comply 
with this rule would no longer be 


available for purchase, even if used by 
individuals to manage their attention 
deficit disorder or attention deficit 
hyperactivity disorder (ADD/ADHD) 
symptoms. However, magnets that are 
not restricted by the rule would still be 
available for purchase and perhaps 
could be used to manage ADD/ADHD 
symptoms. More generally, magnets are 
but one of many objects, including 
various types of stress balls, “worry- 
beads,” and chiming Baoding hand 
exercise balls that are available for the 
uses commenters cite. A variety of other 
products are marketed specifically as 
“fidget toys” to help children manage 
ADD/ADHD symptoms. Staff is aware of 
one study in which the authors reported 
successful use of simple stress balls to 
help sixth graders maintain focus in the 
classroom (Stalvey & Brasell, Summer 
2006). In short, some substitutes for 
magnet sets are available for 
management of ADD/ADHD symptoms, 
and successful use of these substitutes 
predates the availability of magnet sets. 

Magnet sets present the same hazards 
to children with ADD/ADHD as they do 
to children who do not have this 
condition. One comment summarizes a 
study of 38 cases of magnet ingestion. 
Among those were two children, a 12- 
year-old and a 14-year-old with ADHD, 
who swallowed strong magnets, 
although of a type different than those 
typically found in magnet sets. The first 
child required a laparoscopy; the other 
child required extensive surgical 
intervention. One teacher who reported 
giving magnets to children with ADD/ 
ADHD in his middle school classes 
commented that he ‘‘needed to buy a 
new set every year,” suggesting the ease 
with which the pieces are lost over time 
and the difficulty adults may have 
maintaining control of the sets. 

(Comment 6)—Commenters note that 
magnet sets are fun stress-relievers and 
have value as an artistic medium. The 
commenters also note that sculpture 
made from the magnet sets that are the 
subject of the rule constitute an art form 
that would be lost if the rule is 
promulgated. 

(Response 6)—The Commission is 
aware that magnet sets are used to 
relieve stress; and likewise, the 
Commission is aware that some 
individuals have developed a form of art 
with the magnets that would be affected 
if the magnet sets used for this purpose 
are prohibited. Although magnet sets of 
the type that have been involved in 
incidents and are currently purchased 
by consumers for stress relief and 
sculpture-making would not comply 
with the rule, magnet sets made from 
weak magnets (i.e., with a flux index 50 
kG? mm? or less) or from magnets that 


do not fit within the small parts 
cylinder would be allowed by the rule. 
Magnet sets that comply with the rule 
could serve some of the purposes of 
magnet sets that are currently available. 
For example, Liberty Balls, marketed by 
Assemble, LLC, and sold in sets of eight 
large spheres, are an example of a type 
of magnet set that would meet the 
performance requirements of the rule. 
Due to the large size of the Liberty Balls 
magnets, their uses are more limited 
than the magnet sets that are the subject 
of this rule. However, the existence of 
Liberty Balls demonstrates the 
possibility that companies can develop 
magnet sets that meet the standard and 
serve some of the uses of the magnet 
sets that fail the standard. 

Similarly, children’s magnetic toys 
provide an example of how magnet sets 
might be developed that would meet the 
standard. Children’s toy manufacturers 
have successfully adapted their 
magnetic construction toys since the 
adoption of the requirements for toys 
with magnets in the 2007 edition of 
ASTM F963, ‘Standard Consumer 
Safety Specification for Toy Safety.”’ 
Following this example, individual 
magnets with a flux index over 50 could 
be permanently connected by rods or 
other means, such that the resulting 
magnetic objects are not small parts, i.e., 
do not fit entirely within the small parts 
cylinder. Such a magnet set might not 
be a perfect substitute for current 
magnet sets but could fulfill some of the 
uses of current magnet sets, without 
posing the risk of injury or death. 

(Comment 7)—Noting the popularity 
of magnet sets for educational, 
scientific, and therapeutic uses, some 
commenters claim that continued 
demand for small, high-powered 
magnets would result in a “black 
market”’ for the products after the rule 
is promulgated. Some commenters state 
that there could be consumer-to- 
consumer sales of used products, and 
others maintain that consumers would 
be able to purchase magnet sets directly 
from noncomplying companies 
(including firms located in China). A 
few commenters note that these black 
market magnet sets are less likely to be 
sold with warning labels or other 
accompanying information related to 
hazards. 

(Response 7)—We acknowledge that 
there would continue to be a demand 
for magnet sets by some consumers, 
which could lead to increases in 
consumer-to-consumer sales and 
potentially black market sales of the 
products. Furthermore, such sales are 
probably less likely to be accompanied 
by labeling and warnings that alert 
buyers to the hazards associated with 
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the products. CPSC enforcement 
activities and continued dissemination 
of consumer information on the hazards 
of magnet sets might be necessary to 
reduce the future sales of noncomplying 
products. 

(Comment 8)—Some commenters 
opine that magnet sets that comply with 
the size and flux index requirements of 
the rule will lose their utility as 
manipulative desk toys. Other 
commenters suggest that weaker 
magnets would be less safe because 
weaker, individual magnets could be 
separated more easily from the magnet 
set during use, or separate more readily 
within the gastrointestinal system if 
ingested while attached to other 


magnets. 
(Response 8)—The intent of the rule 


is to reduce or eliminate the hazard 
presented by magnet sets currently on 
the market by requiring that magnet sets 
and individual magnets for use with 
magnet sets that are small enough to fit 
within the small parts cylinder must 
have a flux index of 50 kG? mm? or less. 
The rule would still allow strong 
magnet sets with magnets that do not fit 
entirely within the small parts cylinder. 
Magnetic products sold as toys that 
comply with the toy standard for 
children have included rods, balls, and 
various geometric shapes that do not fit 
within the small parts cylinder. Such 
products offer interesting entertainment, 
such as sculptures and construction 
activities, but they are much larger and 
safer than the subject magnet sets 
intended for adults. Another possibility 
would be to invent a magnet set 
composed of magnets with a flux index 
below 50 kG? mm. Because there 
currently are no magnet sets on the 
market with magnets that have a flux 
index of less than 50 kG? mm?, we do 
not know how such magnets would 
perform when used in the same way 
currently available magnet sets perform. 

Magnet sets that comply with the 
requirements of the rule would contain 
magnets that are too large to be 
swallowed easily or would have very 
weak attraction forces that would not 
pose the same ingestion hazards as 
magnet sets currently on the market. 
Review of incident data does not 
indicate that any injuries have been 
caused by magnets with flux index 
values below 50 kG? mm2, 

(Comment 9)—Some commenters 
disparage the intended uses of magnet 
sets, calling them, for instance, 
“mindless desk ornaments,” 

“‘a diversion,” and ‘frivolous items.” 
These commenters cite the high severity 
of the injuries associated with magnet 
sets and express dismay that the CPSC 
ever allowed them to be sold. 


(Response 9)—The CPSC does not 
perform premarket approvals of 
consumer products; and typically, the 
CPSC will not engage in enforcement or 
regulatory activity regarding a product, 
until information is received or 
developed, which indicates that the 
product may present an unreasonable 
risk of injury to consumers. Reasonable 
parties may differ on the value to 
society of manipulative toys; however, 
many types of manipulative toys exist 
for children and adults. 


Impacts of the Rule on Businesses and 
Jobs 


(Comment 10)—Many commenters 
note that the rule would harm firms that 
import magnet sets and will result in 
lost jobs for employees of these firms. 

(Response 10)—In the preliminary 
initial regulatory analysis, staff noted 
that the economic impact of the rule 
would be most severe for the seven 
firms that account for the great majority 
(perhaps more than 98%) of units sold 
as of June 2012. Five of these importers 
reportedly derived most or all of their 
revenues from the sale of the magnet 
sets that do not meet the performance 
requirements of the rule. The other two 
leading importers of magnet sets 
reportedly had fairly broad product 
offerings, which could lessen the 
severity of the economic impact of the 
rule. As a result of compliance activity 
pursued by the Commission’s Office of 
Compliance and Field Operations, four 
of these seven importers agreed 
voluntarily to stop selling magnet sets 
that would not be compliant under this 
rule. One additional firm, Maxfield & 
Oberton Holdings, LLC, ceased 
operations. This firm (marketer of 
“Buckyballs’’) is believed to account for 
nearly 90 percent of magnet set sales 
through June 2012. Only one of the 
seven small importers, Zen Magnets, 
LLC, continues to market magnet sets 
that are subject to the rule. This firm 
apparently derives all of its revenues 
from the sale of magnet sets. Unless the 
firm can successfully market magnet 
sets that comply with the rule or other 
products, the firm might go out of 
business when the rule takes effect. 

A large share of magnet sets have been 
sold directly to consumers by importers 
who used their own Internet Web sites 
or other Internet shopping sites, but the 
rule would also affect retailers of the 
products, whether the products are sold 
online or physically in stores. However, 
these retailers are not likely to derive 
significant proportions of total revenues 
from sales of affected magnet sets. 
Accordingly, the impacts on individual 
firms should be minimal. 





The commenters are correct that the 
rule, by prohibiting the sale of 
noncompliant magnet sets in the United 
States, may also result in some job 
losses. However, the impact on job 
losses is probably limited because 
magnetic balls generally are produced 
outside the United States and are merely 
packaged and/or distributed by U.S. 
importers. 


Costs and Benefits of the Rule 


(Comment 11)—One commenter 
opines that the preliminary regulatory 
analysis overstates the societal costs of 
injuries from magnet sets because 
incidents involving other small magnets 
are improperly attributed to the magnet 
sets that are the subject of the proposed 
rule. In addition, this commenter opines 
that the injury costs used in the analysis 
were higher than indicated by the 
CPSC’s Revised Injury Cost Model 
(ICM). 

(Response 11)—Both the initial and 
final regulatory analyses acknowledge 
that there is some uncertainty 
concerning the estimated annual 
average of medically attended injuries, 
noting that some of the cases described 
as ‘‘possibly” involving magnet injuries, 
actually may not have involved the 
magnets that are the subject of the rule. 
Hence, it is possible that the analyses 
overstate the societal costs associated 
with the magnets included in the rule. 
The final regulatory analysis also points 
out that there were an additional 230 
NEISS cases (representing about 1,500 
emergency department-treated injuries 
annually) in which the magnet type was 
classified as ‘“unknown or other.”’ Thus, 
to the extent that this category of 
incidents involved magnets covered by 
the rule, the analyses would tend to 
understate the societal costs associated 
with the magnets subject to the rule. 
Therefore, given the uncertainty 
concerning the societal costs associated 
with the magnet sets, the analyses could 
be underestimating or overestimating 
the societal costs. 

Regarding the commenter’s assertion 
that injury costs used in the preliminary 
regulatory analysis were higher than 
indicated by the ICM, we note that the 
commenter fails to take into account 
updates to the ICM based on new and 
improved cost databases. The ICM is 
fully integrated with NEISS and 
provides estimates of the societal costs 
of injuries reported through NEISS. The 
major aggregated components of the 
ICM include: Medical costs; work 
losses; and the intangible costs 
associated with lost quality of life or 
pain and suffering. The ICM is 
described further in section H.3.a of the 
preamble. The commenter also does not 
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take into consideration that the cost 
estimates in the preliminary regulatory 
analysis were age and sex specific and 
involved only those under the age of 15 
who had ingested magnets from magnet 
sets. Furthermore, the commenter 
apparently also includes injury costs 
associated with the diagnosis category 
“foreign body,” i.e., foreign objects 
propelled into the victim’s body, which 
is a different hazard pattern than 
“ingested foreign objects.” The costs of 
injuries resulting from foreign objects 
being propelled into a victim’s body are 
only about half of the costs of injuries 
associated with ingested foreign objects. 
Finally, the commenter applies 
inappropriate inflators in adjusting the 
injury cost estimates to 2011 dollars. 
The Commission maintains that the 
estimated injury costs associated with 
ingestions of small, high-powered 
magnets in the preliminary regulatory 
analysis and final regulatory analysis 
involved proper application of the ICM. 


Risk and Severity of Injury 


(Comment 12)—The Commission 
received a significant number of 
comments from health care 
professionals with personal experience 
in treating children who either narrowly 
avoided, or actually sustained, injuries 
following ingestion of small, high- 
powered magnets. 

Virtually all comments received from 
medical professionals express support 
for a rule eliminating magnet sets of the 
type that have been involved in 
incidents. The medical professionals 
point out that injuries caused by the 
ingestion of high-powered magnets are 
often difficult to diagnose because of the 
inability of standard diagnostic tools to 
demonstrate that the ingested item is a 
magnet; there are similarities between 
symptoms resulting from magnet 
ingestion injuries and less serious 
conditions like the flu; and the victims 
are unable or unwilling to communicate 
to their caregivers or medical personnel 
that they have ingested magnets. The 
medical professional commenters 
express concern with the rapidly 
growing number of cases and note that 
magnet ingestions often result in rapid 
and severe injuries with devastating and 
costly long-term consequences. 

(Response 12)—The Commission is 
aware of the severity of the injuries that 
often result from the ingestion of small, 
high-powered magnets from magnet sets 
and the difficulties frequently 
encountered by medical professionals in 
diagnosing and treating these injuries. 
The Commission is also aware that there 
are costs associated with the treatment 
of injuries resulting from the ingestion 
of these magnets that will be reduced 


substantially if magnet sets must 
comply with the rule. (See Section H of 
this preamble). 

(Comment 13)—Commenters argue 
that high-powered magnet sets should 
not be prohibited because the number of 
injuries is low—43 reported injuries 
possibly involving magnet sets during 
the period from January 2009 to June 
2012—considering that approximately 
2.7 million magnet sets have been sold 
since 2009. These commenters also note 
that there have been no fatalities 
associated with the product. 

(Response 13)—The number of 
incidents reported to the Commission, 
now totaling 100 cases through June 24, 
2014, cannot be used to estimate the 
number of injuries in the U.S. 
population because case reports are 
anecdotal and are not based on a 
probability based sampling design. The 
anecdotal incidents reported to CPSC 
constitute a minimum number of 
incidents in the U.S. However, the 
incidents reported to CPSC through 
hospital emergency departments and 
captured in the NEISS database can be 
used to estimate the number of 
incidents nationwide because NEISS 
data come from a probability based 
stratified random sample of U.S. 
hospitals with emergency departments. 
An analysis of incidents obtained 
through the NEISS estimates that 2,900 
possible magnet set, emergency 
department-treated ingestions occurred 
in the United States from January 1, 
2009 through December 31, 2013. This 
amounts to approximately one incident 
per 930 magnet sets. We do not agree 
that this is a low figure for injuries. In 
addition, we are aware of one fatality 
involving a 19 month-old female, who 
died from ischemic bowel caused by the 
ingestion of magnets from a magnet set. 

Furthermore, the benefits of the rule, 
notwithstanding the public’s desire for 
current magnet sets that do not meet the 
rule, bear a reasonable relationship to 
the costs of the rule. 

(Comment 14)—Several commenters 
point out that the dangers posed by the 
ingestion of small, high-powered 
magnets are not obvious. 

(Response 14)—Staff agrees that the 
unique hazard resulting from the 
ingestion of small, strong magnets is 
unlikely to be obvious to the general 
public. People are generally aware of the 
choking hazard posed by small balls and 
other small parts, but they do not 
understand how the characteristics of 
magnets can cause injuries that are 
different from, and more severe than, 
swallowing another small object. 
Despite the publicity and response 
generated by the NPR, as well as the 
Commission’s compliance and 


communications activities, some 
commenters misunderstand the hazard. 
Many commenters seem unaware that 
the majority of victims are older 
children and teens, and the commenters 
focus exclusively on the risk to young 
children. Similarly, commenters tend to 
mention magnets as a choking hazard, 
comparable to choking on foods, such as 
hot dogs and non-food small parts. In 
reality, choking is not the injury 
mechanism related to magnets. The 
ways that children and teens interact 
with magnets are not obvious and seem 
unclear to many commenters. For 
example, some commenters write 
derisively about ‘‘people letting their 
children eat magnets.” However, most 
incidents are unwitnessed, and based on 
data from choking and poisoning 
incidents in which children 
intentionally ingest non-food items, it is 
likely that only the youngest children 
voluntarily swallow magnets. This is 
because choking on non-food items 
occurs predominantly among children 
younger than three years, and ingestion 
of poisonous substances declines as 
children approach five years of age. 

(Comment 15)—Other commenters 
point out that the Commission has not 
prohibited certain products, such as 
trampolines, balloons, and hazardous 
household chemicals, which 
commenters contend present a greater 
risk of injury to children than magnet 
sets. They assert that this weighs against 
a rule prohibiting certain magnet sets 
that do not meet the rule’s performance 
requirements. 

Response 15)—Magnet sets, and the 
hazard patterns associated with them, 
are quite different from other products. 
Because of these differences, 
comparisons of injury rates between 
magnet sets and other products are not 
meaningful. Key differences include: the 
obviousness of the hazard; the severity 
of the resulting injury; the difficulty in 
diagnosing the resulting injury; the 
numbers of products in use; the breadth 
of products covered in the product 
category; the age of the victims 
sustaining injuries; and the existence of 
requirements to address the hazard. 


Responsibility of Caregivers for Injuries 
Resulting From Magnet Ingestion 


(Comment 16)—Several commenters 
claim that the incidents involving 
magnet sets are caused by negligent 
caregivers, who should supervise their 
children better. However, other 
commenters opine that caregiver 
supervision was not a relevant factor in 
determining the causation of the 


incidents. 
(Response 16)—The issue of caregiver 


supervision is related to caregiver 
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compliance with warnings and other 
hazard communications. Consumers 
may be aware ofa hazard, but they may 
not make changes in their behavior that 
would avoid the hazard. Securing or 
preventing access to magnet sets would 
be especially difficult regarding older 
children and adolescents because they 
are strongly independent and 
resourceful. Expecting caregivers to 
supervise these children constantly is 
unrealistic. Magnet ingestions can 
happen quickly, and the Commission 
believes that it is also unrealistic to 
expect caregivers to maintain 
continuous, focused attention on 
younger children, especially children at 
the upper end of the at-risk age range. 
Indeed, research has found that people 
cannot be perfectly attentive, 
particularly over long periods of time, 
regardless of their desire to do so. 
Caregivers are likely to be distracted, at 
least occasionally, because they must 
perform other tasks, are responsible for 
supervising more than one child, are 
exposed to other salient but irrelevant 
stimuli, or are subject to other stressors. 

Moreover, caregivers are unlikely to 
maintain high levels of vigilance, unless 
they believe that such vigilance is 
necessary. If caregivers who own 
magnet sets believe they have properly 
secured the sets or think that their 
children are not aware of the sets, 
caregivers are unlikely to assume that 
constant supervision is needed. 
Furthermore, children may be exposed 
to these magnet sets in locations where 
caregivers cannot supervise the children 
or do not have direct control over the 
amount of supervision required, such as 
at school or in other households. 
Adolescents, in particular, are strongly 
independent, and it is unrealistic to 
expect caregivers to supervise 
adolescents constantly. 


Alternatives to the Rule: Warnings and 
Education Programs 


(Comment 17)—Many commenters 
state that current warnings are sufficient 
to address the risk of injury presented 
by magnet sets, or they express the 
belief that more robust and prevalent 
warnings and educational programs are 
a better alternative than a rule 
prohibiting products that do not meet 
the rule’s performance requirements. 
Some commenters state that the 
assumption that warnings do not work 
undermines past safety standards 
accepted by the CPSC and, in fact, calls 
into question the entire safety- 
monitoring process. 


3 Wickens, C. D., & Hollands, J. G. (2000). 
Engineering psychology and human performance 
(3rd Ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall. 


(Response 17)—As discussed in the 
Human Factors staff memorandum that 
was part of the NPR briefing package, 
warnings are widely recognized as a less 
reliable approach to controlling hazards 
than design or guarding approaches. 
Unlike these latter approaches, which 
directly limit hazard exposure, warnings 
and other hazard communications must 
first educate consumers about the 
hazard and then persuade consumers to 
change their behavior to avoid the 
hazard. In addition, to be effective, 
warnings must rely on consumers to 
behave consistently, regardless of 
situational or contextual factors (e.g., 
fatigue, stress, social influences) that 
influence precautionary behavior. 

The Commission’s position is not that 
warnings are uniformly ineffective. 
However, consumer compliance with 
warnings depends strongly on the 
specific circumstances surrounding the 
hazard. Several factors suggest that 
compliance with warning labels related 
to magnet sets is likely to be low 
because consumers may not notice and 
attend to the warnings. Exposure to 
ingestion warnings is likely to be very 
limited because: (1) The individual 
magnets are too small to contain on- 
product warnings; (2) the magnet sets do 
not inherently require consumers to 
return the magnets to a storage case or 
other package after every use, in 
packaging that might include a warning; 
and (3) the magnet sets can be 
manipulated without the necessity of 
referring to instructions that might 
include a warning. In addition, the 
nature of the magnet-ingestion hazard 
and the resulting injuries can be 
difficult to convey to consumers; and 
the resulting injuries have been 
misunderstood even by medical 
personnel and by commenters to the 
NPR, some of whom erroneously 
identify choking on the magnets as the 
hazard presented by this product. 
Without a clear understanding of this 
information and how magnet ingestions 
differ from other small-part ingestions, 
consumers are unlikely to comply with 
a warning. 

We acknowledge that developing 
understandable warnings aimed at 
parents and other caregivers may be 
possible; and we acknowledge that 
caregivers who receive such warnings 
may attempt to keep these products out 
of the hands of young children. 
However, as noted, consumer 
compliance with warnings depends 
strongly on the specific circumstances 
surrounding the hazard. Several factors 
suggest that compliance with warning 
labels related to magnet sets is likely to 
be low, even if consumers understand 
the hazard and its consequences. For 


example, the cost of compliance 
associated with magnet-ingestion 
warnings is high. ‘‘Cost of compliance” 
is defined as any cost, such as time, 
effort, or inconvenience that is required 
to comply with a warning; compliance 
is negatively associated with cost. The 
warnings on the packaging and 
instructional material for some magnet 
sets instruct consumers to secure the 
magnets and keep them away from all 
children ages 14 years and younger. As 
evidenced in the comments, many 
consumers are likely to reject these 
warnings as lacking credibility. We 
recognize that caregivers who receive 
warnings about magnet sets may attempt 
to keep these products out of young 
children’s hands. However, warnings 
are likely to be particularly ineffective 
among caregivers with older children 
and adolescents because caregivers 
would not expect these children to 
mouth toys and other objects as 
frequently as younger children. 
Furthermore, even if caregivers attempt 
to comply with warnings about the 
magnet-ingestion hazard, preventing a 
child’s access to these magnets still 
might prove quite difficult. The time 
and effort to secure the product after 
every use, and the difficulties associated 
with trying to identify a suitably secure 
location to store the product, may deter 
consumers from heeding the warnings. 

Some adolescents have cognitive and 
motor skills similar to an adult’s, 
making it extremely challenging to keep 
the product out of adolescents’ hands, 
despite caregivers’ efforts. Although 
adolescents also may be capable of 
understanding warnings about magnet 
ingestions, their behavior is influenced 
strongly by social and peer pressures, 
and adolescents are known to test limits 
and bend rules.* Thus, warnings against 
using magnets to simulate tongue or 
facial piercings are unlikely to be very 
effective among this age group, unless 
such piercings are viewed as socially 
unacceptable among their peers. 

Educational programs may offer more 
opportunities to present the information 
in varied ways and in greater detail than 
is possible via a warning label. 


4 Brown, T., & Beran, M. (2008). Developmental 
stages of children. In R. Lueder & V. J. B. Rice (Eds.), 
Ergonomics for children: Designing products and 
places for toddlers to teens (pp. 13-30). New York: 
Taylor & Francis. Kalsher, M. J., & Wogalter, M. S. 
(2008). Warnings: Hazard control methods for 
caregivers and children. In R. Lueder & V. J. B. Rice 
(Eds.), Ergonomics for children: Designing products 
and places for toddlers to teens (pp. 509-539). New 
York: Taylor & Francis. Zackowitz, I.B., & 
Vredenburgh, A.G. (2005). Preschoolers, 
adolescents, and seniors: Age-related factors 
pertaining to forensic human factors analyses. In Y. 
I. Noy & W. Karwowski (Eds.), Handbook of human 
factors in litigation (Chapter 35). Boca Raton, FL: 
CRC Press. 
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However, mere knowledge or awareness 
of a hazard is not enough. Such 
programs suffer from limitations similar 
to those of warnings because, like all 
hazard communications, the 
effectiveness of educational programs 
depends upon the affected consumers, 
not only in terms of receiving and 
understanding the message, but also in 
being persuaded to heed the message. 
Magnet sets present an especially 
difficult challenge for public education 
programs because the hazard is obscure 
and difficult to convey in simple terms. 
Furthermore, teenagers are a significant 
part of the at-risk population, and they 
provide distinct challenges to the 
effectiveness of public education 
programs. Thus, even education 
programs that clearly communicate the 
hazard to consumers will not 
necessarily motivate appropriate 
behavioral change or reduce the 
frequency of incidents. 


Alternatives to the Rule: Bitterants 


(Comment 18)—A small number of 
commenters discuss bitterants (also 
known as aversives) as an option. Some 
conclude that adding a bitter coating to 
magnets would be an effective 
alternative to the prohibition of magnet 
sets that do not meet the rule’s 
performance requirements. A few 
commenters assert that the method is 
unproven and question that approach 
for various reasons. 

(Response 18)—In principle, adding 
an aversive agent to a product is a 
rational approach to reducing the risk of 
mouthing and ingestion. Laboratory 
studies have shown this approach to be 
effective among children and adults in 
deterring repeated ingestion of various 
substances. Yet, real-world 
investigations have not demonstrated 
the effectiveness of bitterants in 
preventing poisonings.® CPSC staff's 
1992 final report of its study of the topic 
(http://www.cpsc.gov/library/foia/ 
foia99/os/aversive.pdf. at p. 3) 
concluded that because bitterants do not 
deter initial ingestion, “‘[a]versive agents 
are unlikely to protect children from 
being harmed after ingesting. . . 
substances that can injure or kill after 
one or two swallows.” 

Bitterants are least likely to be 
effective among young children who 
gain access to high-powered magnets. 
Despite rejecting bitter substances in 
testing environments, children in home 
settings, nevertheless, frequently ingest 
unpalatable substances, such as 


°Cf. White, N. C., Litovitz, T., Benson, B. E., 
Horowitz, B. Z., Marr-Lyon, L., & White, M. K. 
(2009). The impact of bittering agents on pediatric 
ingestions of antifreeze. Clinical Pediatrics, 48(9), 
913-921. 


gasoline, cleanser, toilet bow] cleaner, 
and ammonia. Younger children, 
particularly those under 3 years of age, 
may swallow a number of magnets at a 
time before reacting to any aversive 
agent applied to the magnets. 

Aversives may be a more effective 
deterrent for older children and young 
teens, presuming these children are 
aware that the agent has been applied to 
the magnets and they are familiar with 
its taste. For older children who are not 
familiar with the taste of an aversive, 
the mere presence of the agent would 
not deter mouthing the magnets or 
trying to use them to mimic pierced lip 
or tongue jewelry. Older children and 
teens may also give magnets to others to 
try as a prank. Preteens and teens are 
prone to test what they have been told, 
particularly when what they have been 
told involves restrictions of any sort. 
Thus, warnings that the products taste 
bad may not prevent children in these 
age groups from tasting the magnets. 
(Some proportion of the population, 
possibly as high as 30 percent, may be 
insensitive to bitterants such as 
denatonium benzoate.) However, 
children are likely to reject magnets 
treated with bitterants, and the bitterant 
may indeed deter repeated attempts 
among most children. 

Ingestions could still occur even if a 
bittering agent is found effective for this 
purpose. Ingestions may be intentional 
among the youngest children, but 
ingestions are likely to be accidental 
among older groups. The power of the 
magnetic forces inherent in these 
products can cause magnets to move 
erratically as pieces repel or attract, and 
movement of magnets toward the back 
of the throat could trigger the reflex to 
swallow the magnets before the person 
can remove them. 


Alternatives to the Rule: Child-Resistant 
Packaging 

(Comment 19)—Several commenters 
state that child-resistant (CR) packaging 
requirements are a better alternative 
than the proposed performance 
requirements. However, others believe 
that such requirements would be 
ineffective in reducing or eliminating 
the risk of injury. 

(Response 19)—CR packaging could 
be devised to make an enclosed magnet 
set inaccessible to most young children. 
However, compliance with CR 
packaging is likely to be low and 
inconsistent; and the effectiveness of 
this approach depends on the caregiver 
and other users securing the magnets in 
the CR packaging after every use. This 
is behavior that we consider unlikely to 
occur. Although CR closures have been 
shown to be effective in reducing 


poisonings with various products (e.g., 
Rodgers, 2002), non-use and incorrect 
use of CR closures on products 
containing chemicals or 
pharmaceuticals—products consumers 
are more likely to understand to be 
hazardous (as opposed to strong magnet 
sets)—can result in many poisonings 
annually among children younger than 
5 years old. Furthermore, CR packaging, 
referred to as “‘special packaging”’ under 
the Poison Prevention Packaging Act, is 
designed to be significantly difficult for 
children under 5 years of age to open. 
15 U.S.C. 1471(4). Thus, CR packaging 
is an impractical approach for older 
children, whose cognitive and motor 
skills overlap those of adults. 


Flux Index 


(Comment 20)—One commenter 
questions the relationship of the flux 
index (FI) to anatomical data, which the 
commenter considers to be most 
germane to the hazard. The commenter 
requests that the rule be modified to 
redefine the criteria, ‘“‘by relying on 
objective anatomical data tied to the 
potential risks associated with 
swallowing injuries and refine the 
testing protocol to isolate the field 
strength and/or attach forces that can 
reasonably be expected to develop at the 
distances reflected by anatomical data.” 
Referencing an ultrasound study, the 
commenter asserts that the minimal gut 
wall thickness in children is 0.5 mm, 
and the commenter suggests that when 
measuring the magnet maximum surface 
gauss reading, instead of measuring at a 
probe distance of 0.25 to 0.51 mm above 
the magnetic pole surface, as currently 
required in ASTM F963-11, it is more 
appropriate to base the measuring 
distance on the minimum gut wall 
thickness. The commenter suggests that 
using a probe separation distance of 1.0 
mm (2 x 0.5 mm = 2 sections of gut wall) 
makes more sense because 1 millimeter 
“is the magnetic field strength at that 
critical distance that may bear a rational 
relationship to injuries.” 

(Response 20)—Commission staff 
agrees that the strength of the magnet 
field and the separation of the magnets, 
or lack thereof, are important factors 
contributing to the risk of injury posed 
by any strong magnet. The 
gastrointestinal (GI) system is folded on 
itself within the abdominal cavity, and 
during transit through the GI system, 
there are many opportunities for 
magnets in different GI locations to pass 
nearby to each other and then interact 
when separated by only the thin gut 
walls. Commission staff believes that 
measuring the maximum surface gauss 
reading for the FI input at a set distance 
of 1.0 mm (equivalent to two 
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thicknesses/layers of gut wall) is 
oversimplistic and inappropriate, unless 
the maximum surface gauss reading 
measured at that 1.0 millimeter distance 
is essentially zero. 

Although the suggested value of 1.0 
millimeter is anatomically valid, it is 
not particularly meaningful in terms of 
the injury mechanism. This is because 
conventional magnets do not ‘‘wait”’ to 
get within 1 millimeter of each other 
before they begin to interact, and the gut 
wall cannot block magnetic forces. 
Rather, once a pair of magnets comes 
within a distance where the extent or 
reach of their magnetic fields allows 
them to interact, the result is near- 
instantaneous attraction, with 
consequent near-instantaneous 
compression of any trapped tissues. 
Although the thin wall of the small 
intestine can be conveniently defined 
anatomically by its thickness, the tissue 
offers minimal resistance to the 
compression forces of the magnet. Thus, 
the tissue trapped between magnets may 
be compressed so that the distance 
between the magnets is much smaller 
than 1.0 millimeter. The compression 
forces deprive the tissue of its blood 
supply, and they also squeeze out the 
tissue fluids, rapidly reducing the gut 
wall thickness to micron values, and 
essentially mummifying the tissue in 
situ. The measurement distance for the 
FI in the rule is closer to this negligible 
distance than the 1.0 millimeter 
distance that the commenter suggests; 
and therefore, the measurement distance 
for the FI in the rule is more appropriate 
for defining powerful magnets capable 
of causing GI injuries. 

(Comment 21)—Several commenters 
question whether a flux index value of 
50 kG? mm? is low enough to prevent 
harm. 

(Response 21)—The development of 
the flux index requirement that appears 
in ASTM F963, Consumer Safety 
Specification for Toy Safety, which is 
now a mandatory CPSC standard, was 
outlined in the NPR. (77 FR 53781-82, 
September 4, 2012). ASTM F963-11 
defines a “hazardous magnet” and a 
“hazardous magnet component” as one 
that has a flux index greater than 50 kG? 
mm? and that is a small object. ASTM 
set the flux index value at 50 kG? mm?, 
by measuring the weakest magnets in 
children’s toys that were suspected of 
causing injuries, and then adding a 
safety factor. Review of incident data 
related to children’s toys and magnet 
sets does not indicate that any injuries 
have been caused by individual magnets 
with flux index values below 70. CPSC 
staff will continue to monitor incidents 
and seek information about the lower- 
bound limits of the injury mechanism so 


that the established method continues to 
be appropriate. 

(Comment 22)—Several commenters 
question whether the rule is adequate 
for assessing the hazard posed by an 
aggregation of individual magnets, each 
of which has a flux index of 50 or less. 

(Response 22)—The staff 
memorandum included in the NPR 
briefing package acknowledged 
concerns with the existing ASTM F963 
standard method regarding aggregated 
magnets, as follows: “A toy with 
multiple weak small part magnets could 
present an issue that the existing ASTM 
F963 magnet requirements do not 
address, namely: stacking or stringing of 
magnets.. . . when these small part 
magnets are combined, they could 
create a(n aggregated) magnet with an 
effective flux index over 50 kG? mm2 
depending upon their characteristics.” 
(Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for 
Hazardous Magnet Sets, Staff Briefing 
Package, pp. 54—55). Individual 
magnets with a flux index of 50 kG? 
mm? or less (which currently do not 
exist in the market) would be smaller 
and more difficult to manipulate and 
have less attraction force than magnets 
in existing magnet sets. Individual 
magnets with a flux index of 50 kG? 
mm? or less could be mounted 
permanently or attached side-by-side to 
create a magnetic object with multiple 
magnetic poles on one surface. Doing so 
would create a multipole magnetic 
object that has a higher attraction force 
than the individual magnets on its 
surface. Because there currently are no 
magnet sets on the market with magnets 
that have a 50 kG? mm? flux index or 
less, we do not know how they would 
perform when used as a part of a magnet 
set. 

(Comment 23)—One commenter 
disagrees with the proposed flux index 
method, stating that the commenter’s 
proprietary technology could be used to 
make ‘‘safe’’ magnet sets, even if the 
flux index measurement of individual 
magnets is greater than 50. The 
commenter uses a proprietary 
technology to magnetize the surface of 
a single magnet to create multiple poles 
(positive and negative regions) on the 
surface of a single magnet. The 
commenter refers to these proprietary 
magnets as “Polymagnets.®” Essentially, 
this process creates a permanent 
aggregation of north and south poles in 
the surface of a single magnet. The 
commenter requests that the 
Commission narrow the scope of the 
rule to apply only to magnet sets 
comprised of magnets having no more 
than two magnetic pole regions on any 
exposed magnet surface, thereby, 
exempting multiple pole magnets. 





(Response 23)—The commenter’s 
claim that a process exists that could be 
used to make “‘safe” magnet sets, even 
if the flux index measurement of 
individual magnets is greater than 50 
kG? mm2, is based on proprietary 
technology, which, to our knowledge, 
has not been applied to any magnet sets 
currently on the market. The commenter 
concedes that he ‘“‘has not fully analyzed 
the use of a densely coded pattern” on 
small cubes or spheres and claims only 
that ‘‘early indications suggest that 
dramatic improvements to the magnetic 
field * * * can be achieved” using the 
proprietary technology. These 
statements indicate that the commenter 
has not applied this technology to small, 
high-powered magnet sets or even 
concluded that such an application is 
scientifically possible or economically 
feasible. CPSC is not aware of any 
magnet set products on the market that 
are comprised of magnets with 
multipole surfaces using the 
commenter’s technology. Moreover, it is 
not likely that this process will be 
applied to small, high-powered magnet 
sets in the foreseeable future. Thus, the 
Commission does not believe that any 
exemption for these types of magnets is 
necessary or appropriate, particularly 
because currently, no Polymagnet® 
magnet sets exist that could be tested to 
determine whether such magnet sets 
present an unreasonable risk of injury. 


(Comment 24)—The same commenter 
also states that the flux index 
measurement method is imprecise 
because it provides a range of acceptable 
distances between the gauss meter and 
the magnetic surface being measured. 


(Response 24)—The flux index 
measurement method specifies the use 
of a gauss meter and an axial probe with 
a distance between the active area 
(diameter of 0.76 +/— 0.13 mm) and 
probe tip of 0.38 +/— 0.13 mm. This 
means the magnetic flux density is 
measured at a distance of between 0.38 
millimeters and 0.51 millimeters above 
the magnet surface. The tolerance cited 
accounts for variations in the length of 
the axial probe tip, which is a function 
of the equipment used, and therefore, 
does not constitute a precise value. 


F. Description of the Final Rule 


The Commission is issuing a rule 
establishing a standard for magnet sets 
and individual magnets that are 
marketed or intended for use with or as 
magnet sets. This section of the 
preamble describes the rule, including 
differences between the proposal and 
the final rule. 
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1. Scope, Purpose, and Effective Date— 
§ 1240.1 


This section of the final rule states 
that the requirements in 16 CFR part 
1240 are intended to reduce or eliminate 
an unreasonable risk of injury to 
consumers who ingest magnets that are 
part of magnet sets and individual 
magnets that are marketed or intended 
for use with or as a magnet set. The 
standard applies to all magnet sets, as 
defined in § 1240.2, and relevant 
individual magnets manufactured or 
imported on or after the date 180 days 
after publication of the final rule. 

Individual magnets. The scope of the 
final rule has been revised from the 
proposal so that the rule explicitly 
covers magnets that are sold 
individually and are intended or 
marketed to be used in the same way as 
magnet sets or as a part of a magnet set. 
The Commission is aware of one firm 
that sells magnet sets and also sells 
single magnet spheres at a per-magnet 
price through the same Web site on 
which the firm promotes and sells sets 
of magnets. This firm sells individual 
magnet spheres for 10 cents each and 
allows customers to purchase up to 
1,152 magnets in a single order. The 
firm charges a shipping rate of $5.00 for 
any quantity of individual magnets 
purchased. Another firm, Star, which 
recently settled an administrative 
complaint with the Commission, sold 
individual magnet spheres for between 
9 and 19 cents each (depending on the 
number ordered), and allowed 
customers to purchase up to 10,000 
magnets in a single order. 

Because the proposed rule described 
the scope of the rule as covering 
aggregations of magnets, magnets that 
are sold individually, arguably would 
not be subject to the requirements of the 
safety standard under the scope 
provision, as proposed. Thus, under the 
proposed scope, firms might be able to 
circumvent the safety standard 
requirements simply by pricing and 
selling magnet spheres individually that 
are intended to be used as part of an 
aggregation of magnets as a magnet set. 
Under the final rule, all magnet spheres 
intended for use as magnet sets, as 
defined by the rule, are subject to the 
requirements of the safety standard, 
whether they are sold individually or in 
the aggregate. 

Changing the word “children” to 
“consumers.” The proposed scope 
section stated that the rule is intended 
to reduce or eliminate an unreasonable 
risk of injury to children. The final rule 
changes the word ‘‘children’’ to 
“consumers” to clarify that the rule is 
intended to address risks posed to teens 


as well as young children. As the 
incident data make clear, both teens and 
young children have been harmed when 
swallowing magnets from magnet sets. 
Because the term “children” could be 
subject to interpretations that might 
exclude teens, the final rule uses the 
term ‘“‘consumers.”’ 


2. Definitions—§ 1240.2 


This section of the final rule provides 
definitions for the terms ‘‘magnet set”’ 
and “individual magnet.” The final rule 
modifies the proposed definition of 
“magnet set” to clarify certain aspects of 
the definition. The Commission does 
not intend for these modifications to 
change the scope of the rule from the 
proposal, but rather, to describe more 
clearly the products subject to the rule. 
The final rule also adds a definition for 
the term ‘individual magnet.” 

Definition of “magnet set.’’ To 
respond to comments on the NPR and 
to provide greater precision, the 
Commission has modified the definition 
of ‘magnet set” in the proposed rule by: 

e Removing the word ‘“‘permanent”’; 

e Replacing the phrase “intended or 
marketed by the manufacturer 
primarily” with the phrase ‘‘intended, 
marketed or commonly used”; 

e Replacing the word “desk toy” with 
“item”; and 

e Specifying factors that could 
indicate whether a magnet set meets the 
definition. 

The final rule definition removes the 
word “‘permanent”’ from the phrase 
“separable, permanent magnetic 
objects” because the word “permanent” 
is superfluous. Any magnet, whether it 
maintains its magnetic strength 
permanently or not, can cause serious 
damage to intestinal tissue, if ingested. 

The final rule replaces the phrase, 
“intended or marketed by the 
manufacturer primarily,” with the 
phrase: “intended, marketed or 
commonly used.”’ The revision seeks to 
prevent a manufacturer or importer of 
magnet sets from avoiding the rule by 
simply stating in marketing and other 
materials that the magnets are intended 
for uses other than those specified in the 
definition. For example, this 
modification will preclude firms from 
claiming that their products are 
intended as science kits to avoid the 
rule, if, in fact, the products are 
commonly used as magnet sets (i.e., as 
a manipulative or construction item for 
entertainment, such as puzzle working, 
sculpture building, mental stimulation, 
or stress relief). Common uses may be 
indicated by information found in 
consumer reports to the CPSC, firm 
reports to the CPSC, injury reports, and 
consumer comments/reviews posted on 


product Web sites stating that a product, 
regardless of whether it is intended or 
marketed by the manufacturer as such, 
was, in fact, being used as a 
manipulative or construction item for 
entertainment, such as puzzle working, 
sculpture building, mental stimulation 
or stress relief. This change clarifies that 
the common usage of a firm’s magnet 
products could be a consideration in 
determining whether the magnets are 
intended for use as manipulatives for 
entertainment, irrespective of the firm’s 
stated intentions. 

The final rule definition replaces the 
term ‘desk toy” with “item” to prevent 
excluding magnet sets from the scope of 
the rule if a particular product is not 
explicitly labeled or expressly marketed 
as a desk toy. 

The final rule specifies factors that are 
relevant in determining the intended 
uses of a magnet set. These are factors 
that Commission staff may consider in 
determining whether a product falls 
under the definition of ‘“‘magnet set.”’ 
Explicitly stating these factors in the 
rule should provide clearer direction to 
firms and the public about what 
products will be covered by the rule. We 
may consider the manner in which the 
individual magnet or magnet set is 
promoted, marketed, and advertised. As 
part of this inquiry, staff may review the 
labeling and packaging of the product, 
information on the firm’s Web site about 
intended uses of the product, 
information in other promotional 
materials, and where and how the 
product is displayed at retail stores or 
on the Internet. In addition, we may 
consider the uses for which the product 
is commonly recognized by consumers. 
Information provided by consumers and 
firms, injury reports, and consumers’ 
online reviews or comments for the 
product are examples of sources that 
could be useful to determine what 
consumers consider to be the uses of the 
product. 

In developing this part of the ‘“‘magnet 
set’’ definition, the Commission 
considered regulatory and statutory 
provisions that describe factors to be 
used in determining the intended use of 
a product. The Commission’s small 
parts regulation specifies factors 
relevant to a determination of which 
toys and other articles are intended for 
use by children under 3 years of age. 15 
U.S.C. 1501.2(b). The small parts 
regulation states: ‘In determining which 
toys and other articles are intended for 
use by children under 3 years (36 
months) of age, for purposes of this 
regulation, the following factors are 
relevant: the manufacturer’s stated 
intent (such as on a label) if it is a 
reasonable one; the advertising, 
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promotion, and marketing of the article; 
and whether the article is commonly 
recognized as being intended for 
children under 3.” Jd. The definition of 
“children’s product” in the CPSA lists 
factors to consider in determining 
whether a product is primarily intended 
for children 12 years of age or younger. 
15 U.S.C. 2051(a)(2). The “magnet set”’ 
definition draws from both the 
regulatory definition in the small parts 
rule and the statutory definition of 
“children’s product” to specify factors, 
which include the manufacturer’s stated 
intent, information provided with or on 
the product, and the commonly 
recognized uses of the product. 

The definition does not include other 
magnetic products, such as toys 
intended for children and jewelry. 
Magnets that are part of a toy intended 
for children are already covered by the 
requirements in ASTM F963-11, which 
is amandatory CPSC standard. The 
definition also does not include magnets 
intended for industrial or commercial 
applications, such as motor 
components, magnetic bearings, 
magnetic couplings, welding clamps, oil 
filters, disc drives, loudspeakers, 
headphones, microphones, 
instrumentation, switches, and relays. 

Definition of “individual magnet.” 
The final rule adds a definition of 
‘individual magnet.’’ As discussed 
above, the Commission is aware that the 
firm that currently sells magnet sets that 
would be prohibited by the rule also 
sells individual magnets for use with 
magnet sets. The Commission seeks to 
prevent firms from circumventing the 
rule by selling individual magnets for 
the same uses as the magnet sets that 
have been involved in incidents, and at 
the same time claiming that the 
individual magnets are not subject to 
the rule because the magnets are not 
sold as sets. The individual magnets 
covered by the rule are only the magnets 
that are intended or marketed for use 
with or as a magnet set. The 
Commission does not intend to cover 
the many types of individual magnets 
that are sold for other uses, such as 
refrigerator magnets, collar stays, or 
various commercial and industrial uses. 


3. Requirements—§ 1240.3 


This section sets forth the 
requirements for magnet sets. If a 
magnet set contains a magnet that fits 
within the small parts cylinder that 
CPSC uses for testing toys, all magnets 
from that set must have a flux index of 
50 kG? mm? or less. Because the final 
rule covers individual magnets that are 
intended or marketed for use with or as 
a magnet set, the requirements section 
of the final rule states that individual 








magnets, as defined in the rule, must 
meet the requirements. The proposed 
rule set out the small parts and the flux 
index requirements in two subsections 
of § 1240.3. The final rule consolidates 
these provisions into one section. 

The small parts cylinder referenced in 
the rule is specified in 16 CFR part 
1501—Method for Identifying Toys and 
Other Articles Intended for Use by 
Children Under 3 Years of Age Which 
Present Choking, Aspiration, or 
Ingestion Hazards Because of Small 
Parts. If an object fits completely within 
the small parts cylinder, this indicates 
that the object is small enough to be 
ingested. If a magnet that is part of a 
magnet set (or an individual magnet, as 
defined) is too large to fit within the 
small parts cylinder, the magnet meets 
the standard, regardless of the magnet’s 
flux index. 

Small magnets (i.¢., those that fit 
within the small parts cylinder) that are 
part of a magnet set (and individual 
magnets, as defined) must have a flux 
index of 50 kG? mm? or less. This limit 
is based on the level that is specified in 
ASTM F963-11. As discussed in the 
preamble to the NPR (77 FR 53781), the 
flux index of a magnet is an empirical 
value developed by ASTM to estimate 
the attraction force of a magnet. The flux 
index limit of 50 kG? mm? was 
developed by ASTM, with CPSC staff's 
participation, to address injuries 
resulting from strong magnets that 
separate from toys. Because the magnets 
from toys involved in incidents had flux 
index measurements greater than 70 kG? 
mm2,the ASTM working group chose a 
flux index of 50 kG? mm? as a cutoff 
because that value was significantly 
below the value for the magnets 
involved in incidents. 


4. Test Procedure for Determining Flux 
Index—§ 1240.4 


This section of the rule describes how 
to determine the flux index of magnets 
that are part of a magnet set. If the 
magnet set contains more than one 
shape or size of magnet, at least one of 
each shape and size is selected for 
testing. The flux index of the selected 
magnets is measured in accordance with 
the procedure set forth in sections 
8.24.1 through 8.24.3 of ASTM F963-11, 
Standard Consumer Safety 
Specification for Toy Safety. The flux 
index of the magnet is calculated by 
multiplying the square of the magnet’s 
surface flux density (in KGauss), by its 
maximum cross-sectional area (in mm2), 
The ASTM standard uses a gauss meter 
and probe that measures the surface flux 
density at 0.015 inches (0.38 mm) above 
the magnet’s surface. The area is 
measured at the largest cross-section of 


the magnet that is perpendicular to the 
axis of its magnetic poles. 

In the NPR, we noted that the 
products at issue are typically 
aggregations of magnets, rather than 
individual magnets that often separate 
from toys. We also observed that when 
magnets are aggregated, their magnetic 
strength may increase. We requested 
comments on whether it may be 
desirable to develop a method for 
testing the strength of aggregated 
magnets in addition to the method for 
testing the strength of individual 
magnets. We received no comments 
proposing methodologies for testing the 
strength of an aggregation of magnets. 
Furthermore, because there are no 
magnet sets currently on the market 
with magnets that have a 50 kG? mm2 
flux index or less, we believe that the 
aggregation scenario is adequately 
addressed in the rule. 


5. Findings—S§ 1240.5 


In accordance with the requirements 
of the CPSA, we have made the findings 
stated in section 9 of the CPSA. The 
findings are discussed in section N of 
this preamble. 


G. Alternatives 


The Commission has considered 
alternatives to reduce the risk of injury 
related to the ingestion of magnets 
contained in magnet sets. However, as 
discussed below, the Commission does 
not believe that any of these alternatives 
would adequately reduce the risk of 
injury. 


1. Voluntary Recalls 


Although most of the companies that 
manufacture or import magnet sets have 
voluntarily agreed to stop selling (and in 
some Cases recall) these products, and 
several retailers have agreed to recall 
and stop sale, the Commission has been 
unsuccessful in negotiating voluntary 
recalls and stop sales with one company 
that continues to market magnet sets. 
Pursuing voluntary recalls with current 
and possibly future manufacturers and 
importers of magnet sets would be 
reactive and would entail waiting for 
new incidents to occur rather than 
preventing them. Moreover, recalls 
would not prevent new entrants into the 
market in the future; a rule will set 
requirements that all products must 
meet from the effective date of the rule 
going forward. 


2. Voluntary Standard 


Currently, there is no applicable 
voluntary standard in effect. Before 
publication of the NPR, a group of 
magnet set importers and distributors 
requested that ASTM International 
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develop a voluntary standard for the 
labeling and marketing of these 
products. Specifically, these companies 
requested the creation of a voluntary 
standard to: (1) Provide for appropriate 
warnings and labels on packages of 
these magnets sets; and (2) establish 
guidelines for restricting the sale of 
these magnet sets to children, by not 
selling to stores that sell children’s 
products exclusively, and advising 
retailers not to sell the magnet sets in 
proximity to children’s products. To 
date, ASTM has not formed a committee 
to consider the development of a 
voluntary standard for magnet sets. 

Moreover, whether such a voluntary 
standard would be effective in reducing 
or eliminating the risk of injury 
associated with magnet sets is 
questionable. Despite companies’ 
marketing and labeling their products in 
an attempt to limit children’s exposure 
to magnets, ingestion incidents 
involving children have continued to 
occur; and labeling does not change the 
attractiveness of the product to children 
or the intrinsic play value of the magnet 
sets. From March 2010, when the firm 
with the largest share of the market 
undertook certain labeling 
enhancements and marketing 
restrictions, through June 2012, the 
Commission learned of 47 additional 
incidents of ingestion of magnets from 
magnet sets, 26 of which involved 
ingestion of that company’s magnets. As 
discussed more fully in the next section 
of this preamble, we do not believe that 
warnings would adequately reduce the 
injuries associated with magnet sets. 

We also note that Zen Magnets has 
announced its own “‘voluntary 
standard”’ for magnet sets requiring that: 

e Customers must be 18 years of age 
or older to purchase magnets and that 
the sales location must have an age floor 
for persons 18 and older or 21 and 
older, or age must be otherwise verified 
by Government ID; and 

e All stores must verbally remind 
customers to keep magnets away from 
mouths. 

We do not consider a standard issued 
by one company to be a “‘voluntary 
standard”’ as that term is used in the 
CPSA. Moreover, the measures that Zen 
magnets announced would have the 
same limitations discussed above. 

3. Warnings 

A possible alternative to the rule 
would be to require warnings with or on 
magnet sets. As discussed in the NPR 
preamble and in response to comments 
set forth in section E of this preamble, 
it is unlikely that warnings on the 
packages of magnet sets would 
significantly reduce the ingestion- 


related injuries caused by high-powered 
magnets. Safety and warnings literature 
consistently identifies warnings as a less 
effective hazard-control measure than 
eliminating the hazard through design 
or guarding the consumer from a hazard. 
Warnings do not prevent consumer 
exposure to the hazard but rely on 
persuading consumers to alter their 
behavior in some way to avoid the 
hazard. With this product, warnings are 
particularly unlikely to reduce or 
eliminate the ingestion of these 
magnets. Warnings are especially 
unlikely to be effective among young 
children because children may lack the 
cognitive ability to appraise a hazard or 
appreciate the consequences of their 
own actions and may not understand 
how to avoid hazards effectively. 

Although older children are better at 
appreciating the hazards described in a 
warning, peer acceptance and social 
influences can strongly influence 
adolescent behavior. Because 
adolescents have a tendency to test 
limits and bend rules, warnings about 
keeping the product away from children 
could have the unintended effect of 
making the product more appealing to 
some children. For example, warnings 
against specific uses, such as mimicking 
piercings, might actually encourage this 
behavior among older children. If 
children repeatedly use the product in 
this way, without ingesting the magnets, 
these children most likely will become 
convinced that the hazard is not 
especially likely, or is not relevant to 
them. 

In the NPR, we noted that staff 
generally found the content of warnings 
accompanying magnet sets to be lacking 
in several ways. For example, the 
warnings often did not describe the 
incident scenarios prevalent among 
older children and adolescents, whom 
caregivers may not believe are likely to 
put magnets into their mouth. Warnings 
lacked detailed information that would 
allow consumers to understand how 
swallowing magnets differs from 
swallowing other small parts, or how 
magnets sticking together could pose a 
hazard because the magnets will not 
simply pass through the child’s system. 
Without a clear, explicit, and accurate 
description of the nature of the hazard 
and its consequences, consumers may 
find the warning implausible. Moreover, 
even with enhanced warnings, 
consumers are unlikely to comply with 
the action recommended in the warning. 

Even if warnings could effectively 
communicate the ingestion hazard, the 
consequences of ingesting magnets, and 
appropriate hazard-avoidance measures, 
warnings still may not be effective if 
consumers do not concur with the 


content of the warning. Warnings are 
particularly likely to be ineffective 
among caregivers of older children. 
Unless caregivers are convinced that 
their older child is likely to mimic lip, 
nose, or similar piercings, or perform 
other activities that might lead these 
adolescents to place magnets into their 
mouth or nose, caregivers may doubt 
that the warnings are relevant to their 
child, despite the warnings’ assertions 
to the contrary. 

As noted in the NPR preamble and in 
section E of this preamble, even if 
caregivers believe the warnings, several 
factors may limit compliance. 
Caregivers, particularly those with older 
children, might feel significant social 
pressure from children who are 
accustomed to using the magnet sets. 
Caregivers who own the product and 
attempt to heed the warnings might find 
it quite difficult to prevent their child’s 
access to the magnets and still keep the 
product reasonably accessible for their 
own use. 

The cost of compliance with warnings 
for these products is high. Caregivers 
may be reluctant to secure the product 
from a child after every use. Identifying 
an appropriate location to store the 
magnet sets may dissuade consumers 
from doing so, particularly for a product 
often marketed to be for “‘stress relief.’ 
Caregivers may underestimate their 
child’s abilities and place the product in 
locations that seem secure but that are 
still accessible to the child. All of these 
factors may lead caregivers to reject the 
warning message. 

Based on these concerns about the 
likely ineffectiveness of warnings for 
magnet sets, we do not believe that 
warning labels would adequately reduce 
the risk of injury presented by these 
products. 


4. Packaging Restrictions 


Theoretically, magnet sets could be 
sold with special storage containers to 
reduce the likelihood that children 
would access the magnets. Possible 
storage might include a container that 
would clearly indicate when a magnet is 
missing from the set. Such a 
requirement might prevent injuries 
resulting from a small number of 
magnets being separated from a set 
without the owner being aware. 
However, many consumers may not use 
such containers because using them 
could require time to gather the magnets 
and put them in the container, or 
consumers may be reluctant to 
dismantle a shape or structure that took 
them time and effort to construct. Thus, 
the effectiveness of such special 
containers to reduce ingestions is 
doubtful. Finally, it is not clear that the 
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Commission would have the regulatory 
authority to issue a rule prescribing 
requirements for packaging, other than 
child-resistance requirements 
(discussed below). 

Another alternative might be to 
require that magnet sets be sold in 
child-resistant packaging. Child- 
resistant packaging, also called ‘‘special 
packaging,” is packaging that is 
significantly difficult for children under 
five years of age to open or obtain a 
harmful amount of the substance. 15 
U.S.C. 1471(4). The ability of such an 
approach to reduce ingestion injuries of 
magnets from magnet sets would be 
limited. Child-resistant packaging 
would not prevent teens and 
adolescents (and even some younger 
children) from opening the packaging. 
Additionally, the packaging would have 
to be secured after each use. According 
to the Division of Human Factors, it is 
unlikely that adults would accept child- 
resistant packaging for a product like 
the magnet sets because of the level of 
inconvenience involved in returning the 
magnets to the package.® Additionally, 
for the reasons described above, 
consumers may leave magnets out of 
their container. 


5. Restrictions on Sales of Magnet Sets 


Another possible alternative to 
address the hazard of children ingesting 
magnets from magnet sets might be to 
limit the places where magnet sets are 
sold, keeping magnet sets away from toy 
stores, children’s sections of stores, and 
other such locations. Sales limitations 
or requirements for strong warnings 
might also be required on Web sites that 
offer magnet sets for sale on the Internet. 
However, these restrictions are unlikely 
to reduce ingestions significantly 
because children can access magnet sets 
from many sources other than stores. 
Moreover, sales restrictions are unlikely 
to deter teens. Finally, the Commission 
does not have the regulatory authority to 
impose such sales restrictions by rule. 


6. Adoption of a Standard With 
Different Performance Requirements 


Another alternative to the rule would 
be to establish a different set of 
requirements. For example, such 
requirements might allow a different 
flux index for magnet sets, different 
specifications regarding shapes and 
sizes of magnets within the scope of the 
standard, or some other criteria that 
have yet to be developed (but would not 
be as stringent as the rule requires). If 


6 Sedney, C.A., & Smith, T.P. (2012). Human 
factors assessment of strong magnet sets. CPSC 
memorandum to Jonathan D. Midgett, Project 
Manager, U.S. Consumer Product Safety 
Commission, Bethesda, MD. 


different requirements would be 
effective, they could reduce the risk of 
injury associated with magnet sets, and 
at the same time, potentially allow the 
product to maintain the qualities that 
would facilitate use by adults. It is 
unclear, however, whether alternative 
requirements for the sizes and flux 
index of magnets would eliminate or 
substantially affect the physical 
qualities of the products that make them 
enjoyable for adults. 

A competing concern is whether an 
alternative set of requirements could 
reasonably be expected to reduce or 
eliminate the risk of injury associated 
with magnet sets. Because the hazard 
presented by these magnet sets is 
ingestion by children, we are concerned 
that any requirements that allow 
magnets with a greater attractive force 
and permit sizes or shapes that could fit 
through the small parts cylinder would 
not address the risk of injury 
adequately. 

As noted in Section E, some 
commenters suggest that, as an 
alternative to the rule, the Commission 
could require manufacturers to add an 
aversive (bittering) agent to the product. 
However, as discussed in the response 
to Comment 18, aversives are unlikely 
to be effective in deterring initial 
ingestion by young children because 
children frequently ingest unpalatable 
substances. 


7. No Action 


Another option for the Commission is 
to take no regulatory action to address 
the risk of injury posed by magnet sets. 
As the NPR preamble mentioned, it is 
possible that, over time, increased 
awareness of the hazard could result in 
some reduction in ingestions. The 
magnitude of any such reduction in 
incidents is uncertain. The Commission 
could rely entirely on enforcement 
activities, rather than regulatory action, 
to address the risk of injury posed by 
magnet sets. However, as discussed in 
the ‘‘voluntary recall” section above, 
several manufacturers/importers of 
magnet sets have refused to participate 
in any recall or stop sale of their 
products; and in any event, recalls and/ 
or stop sales conducted by these 
companies would not prevent new 
entrants into the market in the future. 


H. Final Regulatory Analysis 


The Commission is issuing this rule 
under sections 7 and 9 of the CPSA. The 
CPSA requires that the Commission 
prepare a final regulatory analysis and 
publish the final regulatory analysis 
with the text of the final rule. 15 U.S.C. 
2058(f). This section of the preamble 


presents the final regulatory analysis of 
the rule. 


1. Need for and Description of the Rule 


The CPSC has received information 
regarding injuries with, and hazards 
posed by, sets of small, powerful 
magnets. Some of these injuries have 
required surgical removal of individual 
magnets originally contained in the sets 
and ultimately ingested by children. 
Reported magnet ingestions have ranged 
from young children, who put the 
magnets in their mouths, to adolescents 
and teens, who experimented with the 
sensation of magnets (e.g., on their 
braces), or paired magnets to mimic 
tongue or lip piercings. These behaviors 
have led to the accidental swallowing of 
the powerful magnets, with unexpected, 
and sometimes severe, medical 
consequences, including significant 
damage to the gastrointestinal tract 
(Inkster, 2012) and death. From January 
1, 2009 through December 31, 2013, 
there were an estimated 2,900 possible 
magnet set, emergency department- 
treated ingestions. There was also one 
fatal incident in 2013 (Garland, 2014). 

The final rule establishes a standard 
limiting the size and strength of magnets 
in a magnet set. The rule applies to any 
aggregation of separable, magnetic 
objects that is a consumer product 
intended, marketed, or commonly used 
as a manipulative or construction item 
for entertainment, such as puzzle 
working, sculpture building, mental 
stimulation, or stress relief.? Under the 
rule, magnet sets would not comply 
with the standard if: (1) The individual 
magnets are small enough to fit into the 
small parts cylinder (e.g., a ball-shaped 
magnet with a diameter of less than 31.7 
mm, or 1.25 inches); and (2) the 
individual magnets have a flux index of 
more than 50 kG? mm?, as measured by 
the procedures for determining the flux 
index described in the toy standard. 
Because these requirements already 
apply to magnets used in products 
marketed as toys for children, the rule 
essentially extends the toy requirements 
to the subject magnet sets. 

The current designs of magnet sets 
containing small powerful magnets of 
the type that are the subject of this 
regulatory proceeding (which are 
typically comprised of individual ball- 
shaped magnets with diameters of 5mm 
and, based on testing by CPSC staff, 
having flux index values in the range of 
400-500) would not meet the 


7 Although the definition of ‘‘magnet set” 
changed slightly from the NPR, and the rule extends 
to the individual magnets sold for use as or with 
a magnet set, these changes did not affect the scope 
of products considered in conducting the Final 
Regulatory Analysis. 
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requirements of the standard. To meet 
the requirements, the individual 
magnets would have to be much weaker 
(7.e., have a flux index of 50 kG? mm2 
or less, rather than an index of 400 to 
500); or the magnets would have to be 
much larger (i.e., be at least 31.7 mm 
(1.25 inches) in diameter rather than 5 
mm). Either requirement eliminates a 
distinctive product attribute and would 
limit greatly the magnet sets as 
candidates for manipulative novelty 
products. Magnets with a flux index of 
50 kG? mm? or less may be too weak for 
building sculptures or too weak to be 
used in other construction activities; 
magnets with diameters of 1.25 inches 
or more would be too large to have any 
practical value in such activities. 

Staff has identified magnet sets in the 
market, Liberty Balls, marketed by 
Assemble, LLC, that would meet the 
definition of magnet sets, would meet 
the performance standard, and might 
serve some of the uses of magnet sets 
that would not meet the standard. The 
Liberty Balls magnet sets consist of a set 
of eight large ball-shaped magnets. The 
Liberty Balls magnet sets consist of a set 
of eight large ball-shaped magnets 
selling for $30 to $40 per set. The Ball 
of Rights generally consists of a set of 
two large ball-shaped magnets selling 
for $10 to $13 per set. The balls in these 
sets are 33 mm (1.3 inches) in diameter, 
and consist of ferrite magnets, rather 
than rare earth materials (See Attp:// 
unitedweball.org/, accessed February 
25, 2014). 

Even though these products satisfy 
the performance requirements of the 
rule, for purposes of the economic 
analysis, we do not consider any 
impacts due to the entry of Liberty Balls 
and Ball of Rights in the market because 
we do not consider these sets to be good 
substitutes for the subject magnet sets. 
To be considered a good or close 
substitute, we would need to observe 
that consumers, who would have 
purchased the subject magnet sets (if 
they had remained available at 
historical prices and quantities) are 
now, to a large degree, purchasing the 
Liberty Balls sets instead, and the 
available data suggest otherwise.® 


8 Sales of Liberty Balls have not come close to 
matching the levels observed for the subject magnet 
sets (estimated at 800,000 sets and $20 million 
annually, and discussed below). Based upon 
available information, sales revenue for Liberty 
Balls appears to have amounted to about $200,000 
during October and November 2013, or about 
$100,000 per month. (See http://unitedweball.org/, 
accessed February 25, 2014). By March 2014, 
reported sales revenue from Liberty Balls had 
increased to about $250,000 (Helm, 2014), 
suggesting that for December 2013 through February 
2014, sales were only about $15,000 (($250,000- 
$200,000)/3) per month. By comparison, monthly 


Moreover, Liberty Balls magnet sets are 
not marketed as a substitute for the 
smaller and powerful neodymium 
magnets sets. Rather, Liberty Balls 
apparently have been sold specifically 
to generate funds to defend the producer 
against the recently settled lawsuit with 
the CPSC (Helm, 2014). 

Rather than develop a complying 
alternative that serves the same niche as 
the subject magnet sets, producers of 
magnet sets have opted to exit the 
market altogether. Although Liberty 
Balls comply with the standard, we base 
the benefit cost analysis presented 
below on the disappearance of the 
noncompliant magnet sets containing 
small powerful magnets from the 
market. 


2. Description of the Product and 
Market 


Magnet sets that would be affected by 
the scope of the rule are comprised of 
small, powerful magnetic balls, cubes, 
and/or cylinders that can be arranged in 
many different geometric shapes. These 
magnet sets were introduced in 2008, 
but 2009 marked the first year with 
significant sales to U.S. consumers.® 
Most magnet sets have been sold in sets 
of either 125 balls or sets of 216 to 224 
balls; although some firms have sold 
just a few balls as extras or 
replacements, others have sold large sets 
of more than 1,000 magnetic balls. 

Product information provided by 
marketers indicates that the most 
common magnet size is approximately 5 
millimeters in diameter; although balls 
as small as about 3 millimeters have 
been sold, in addition to sets of larger 
magnet balls (perhaps 15 millimeters to 
25 millimeters in diameter).?° In 
addition to magnetic ball sets, sets of 
small magnetic cubes have also been 
sold, although magnetic cubes have 
comprised a relatively small share of the 
market. In 2012, the leading marketer of 
magnet sets also added to its desk toy 
product line small magnetic rods 
intended to be used with magnetic balls 
to make geometric shapes. 

Based on information reviewed on 
product sales, including reports by firms 
provided to the Office of Compliance 
and Field Operations, the number of 
such magnet sets that were sold to U.S. 
consumers from 2009 through mid-2012 


sales for the subject magnet sets were about $1.7 
million on average. (CPSC staff conducted no 
independent evaluation of the accuracy of these 
figures for Liberty Balls.) 

° However, smal] neodymium-iron-boron magnets 
previously have been, and continue to be, marketed 
by firms such as magnet suppliers and distributors 
of educational products. 

10Qne firm’s larger magnet balls are reportedly 
made with cores of strontium ferrite (SrO-6Fe203), 
rather than neodymium-iron-boron. 


may have totaled about 2.7 million sets, 
with a value of roughly $50 million. 
This value reflects a combination of 
retail sales directly to consumers 
(through company Web sites and other 
Internet retail sites) and sales to retailers 
who marketed the products. A review of 
retail prices reported by importers, and 
observed on Internet sites during that 
period, suggested prices typically 
ranging from about $20 to $45 per set, 
with an average price of about $25. 
Larger sets of more than 1,000 
individual magnets reportedly were sold 
at prices as high as $300, depending on 
the number of magnets and the type of 
packaging. Such larger sets only 
accounted for about 0.5 percent of all 
sets (and a little over 2 percent of all 
magnets) sold to consumers during the 
period from 2009 to mid-2012. 

The small, powerful magnets to be 
affected by the rule are made of alloys 
of neodymium, iron, boron, or other rare 
earth metals. This composition has been 
confirmed in analyses of product 
samples by CPSC staff from the 
Directorate for Laboratory Sciences. The 
magnetized neodymium-iron-boron 
cores are coated with a variety of metals 
and other materials to make them more 
attractive to consumers and to protect 
the brittle magnetic alloy materials from 
breaking, chipping, and corroding. 
Nearly 100 percent of neodymium and 
other rare earth metals are now mined 
in China, which also reportedly holds 
close to a worldwide monopoly on the 
production of neodymium-iron-boron 
magnets (Dent, 2012). Based on 
available information, all of the small 
magnets used in magnet sets, as well as 
most of the finished and packaged 
products that would be subject to CPSC 
regulation, are produced by 
manufacturers located in China."! 


a. Importers of Magnet Sets 


As noted above, none of the magnets 
found in sets that are within the scope 
of the rule are produced domestically. 
Nearly all of the firms that have 
marketed magnet sets are believed to 
have imported them packaged and 
labeled for sale to U.S. consumers. 
Several Chinese manufacturers have the 
facilities and production capacity to 
meet the orders of U.S. importers. 

The Directorate for Economic 
Analysis identified about 25 U.S. firms 
and individuals who imported magnet 
sets for sale in the United States in 
2012. The combined sales of the top 
seven firms have probably accounted for 


11 One importer reported to a CPSC Compliance 
investigator that some of the magnet sets it sold and 
shipped to U.S. consumers were made from bulk 
magnets received from its supplier in China that the 
importer packaged for sale. 
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the great majority (perhaps more than 
98%) of units sold since the product 
was introduced in 2008. One firm, 
Maxfield & Oberton Holdings, LLC, is 
believed to have held a dominant 
position in the market for magnet sets 
from its entry in the market in 2009, 
until it ceased operations late in 2012. 
That firm, and a few of the larger firms 
(including a firm based in Canada with 
a branch office in the United States), 
have marketed the products through 
accounts with retailers, in addition to 
selling directly to consumers on the 
Internet, using their own Web sites or 


other Internet shopping sites. 

Some of the firms with smaller sales 
volumes reported to Compliance staff 
that they mainly marketed products 
(sourced from manufacturers in China) 
through Internet sales arrangements 
with Amazon.com, which held stock for 
them and processed orders. A review of 
the product listings of the Internet 
retailer found that several other firms 
had similar business models. Other U.S. 
firms and individuals have sold magnet 
sets they imported from China through 
Internet ‘‘stores”’ they maintain on eBay. 
In addition to products offered for sale 
by U.S. importers, consumers have also 
been able to purchase magnet sets 
directly from sources in Hong Kong or 
China, many of which marketed 
products through “‘stores’’ on eBay.?2 


b. Market Disruption Related to Other 
CPSC Actions on Magnet Sets 


CPSC Compliance staff contacted 13 
magnet set importers for corrective 
actions before the Commission 
published the NPR.13 At staff's request 
in July 2012, 10 firms agreed to stop the 
manufacture, importation, distribution, 
and sale of high-powered, manipulative 
magnetic products of the types that 
would be subject to the rule. Three other 
firms did not stop selling the products 
(although one of these firms initially 
had agreed to cease sales voluntarily). 
The Commission voted to initiate 
administrative actions seeking a 
determination that certain magnet sets 
are a substantial product hazard, along 
with an order requiring the firms that 
import these products cease sales and 
offer refunds to customers.14 The three 


12 More than 40 such stores shipping magnet sets 
directly from Hong Kong or China were identified 
in a brief review of product offerings on the Internet 
site in 2012. 

13 Although other importers were identified, these 
other importers were believed to sell so few magnet 
sets that staff did not have the resources to pursue 
these matters on a case-by-case basis against all 
known importers. Thus, targeting for corrective 
actions was limited to 13 firms believed to account 
for the largest portion of the market. 

14 For example, see the December 19, 2012, CPSC 
press release related to the administrative 


firms that have been subject to the 
administrative complaints by the CPSC, 
and the 10 firms that have agreed to stop 
sales voluntarily, accounted for virtually 
all sales of the products during the 
period from 2009 to mid-2012. 
Additionally, the largest importer of 
magnet sets subject to the rule (one of 
the three firms sued in administrative 
complaints), Maxfield & Oberton 
Holdings, LLC, announced that it ceased 
operations, effective December 27, 2012. 
Another of the three firms sued in 
administrative complaints, Star 
Networks USA, LLC, agreed to stop 
further sales of magnet sets in July 2014, 
leaving just one major magnet set 
importer, Zen Magnets, LLC. As a result 
of these actions and events, sales of the 
subject magnet sets currently are 
dramatically lower than they were at the 
time of the enforcement actions. 


3. Evaluation of the Rule 


a. Societal Costs and the Potential 
Benefits 


i. Estimated Societal Costs of Injuries 


The purpose of the final rule is to 
prevent serious intestinal injuries that 
can result when children ingest two or 
more of the magnets from a subject 
magnet set (or one magnet and another 
metallic object). The final rule would 
establish a standard for magnet sets and 
individual magnets that are marketed or 
intended for use as parts of a magnet set. 
Distributing magnet sets and individual 
magnets intended for magnet sets that 
do not meet specified requirements 
would be prohibited. Therefore, a 
reduction in injuries would be the 
resulting benefit of the rule. 

Baseline. Our analysis of the potential 
benefits of the rule focuses on injuries 
reported through the National Electronic 
Injury Surveillance System (NEISS), a 
probability sample of U.S. hospital 
emergency departments that can be used 
to provide national estimates of 
product-related injuries initially treated 
in U.S. hospital emergency departments. 
The expected benefits of a product 
safety regulation must be measured 
against a baseline representing the best 
assessment of how the market would 
operate and how products would be 
used in the absence of the intervention. 
In the case of the rule prohibiting the 
subject magnet sets, the baseline would 
represent the time period before the 
actions by which the CPSC: (1) 
Requested that importers and retailers 
stop selling the magnet sets; (2) initiated 
administrative actions against importers 


complaint filed against Star Networks (http:// 
www.cpsc.gov/en/Newsroom/News-Releases/2013/ 
CPSC-Sues-Star-Networks-USA-Over-Hazardous- 
High-Powered-Magnetic-Balls-and-Cubes/). 


that refused to stop selling the magnet 
sets (each of which seeks an order 
directing the importer to offer refunds in 
exchange for the return of purchased 
magnet sets); (3) publicized corrective 
actions, whereby certain importers and 
retailers of magnet sets agreed to 
provide refunds to consumers in 
exchange for the return of purchased 
magnet sets; and (4) issued warnings to 
the public regarding the grave dangers 
that the subject magnet sets posed to 
children. Because CPSC compliance 
actions have significantly altered the 
state of the market, the environment 
before these actions occurred represents 
the best approximation of how the 
market would have operated in the 
absence of CPSC intervention and is the 
appropriate reference baseline for 
evaluating the impact of the rule. 
Consequently, although the Directorate 
for Epidemiology’s hazard analysis 
described injuries involving magnets 
that occurred from 2009 through 
December 2013 (Garland, 2014), our 
analysis will be limited to the period 
from 2009 through June 2012, before the 
request to stop sales, administrative 
actions, recalls, and public warnings 
ensued. 

Based on a review of incident 
narratives coded from emergency 
department medical records for magnet 
ingestion cases obtained from NEISS 
hospitals, the Directorate for 
Epidemiology staff has identified 86 
ingestions of high-powered and/or ball- 
shaped magnets, which occurred from 
2009 through June 2012. These 
incidents were determined to involve, 
or possibly involve, the magnets of 
interest. Although manufacturer or 
brand name information is rarely 
available in the medical records 
extracted for NEISS, nine of the 86 
NEISS-reported cases (10.5%) 
mentioned a brand name of magnet sets 
that are the magnets of interest; 77 cases 
(89.5%) were determined possibly to 
have involved the magnets of interest 
because the case narratives included 
terms such as “high powered,” 
‘“‘magnetic ball,” ““magnetic marble,” 
“BB size magnet,” or ‘magnetic beads” 
(Garland, 2014). 

Injuries and Societal Costs. Based on 
the 86 NEISS-reported magnet cases, 
there were an estimated 2,138 injuries 
treated in U.S. hospital emergency 
departments from 2009 through June 
2012. About 11 percent of these NEISS- 
reported cases were injuries requiring 
hospitalization, as opposed to the 89 
percent that were treated and released. 
The benefits of the rule can be estimated 
as the reduction in the societal costs 
associated with the injuries that would 
be prevented by the rule. The 
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Directorate for Economic Analysis bases 
estimates of the societal costs of 
emergency department-treated magnet 
injuries on the CPSC’s Injury Cost 
Model (ICM) (Miller et al., 2000). 

The ICM is fully integrated with 
NEISS and provides estimates of the 
societal costs of injuries reported 
through NEISS. The major aggregated 
components of the ICM include: 
medical costs; work losses; and the 
intangible costs associated with lost 
quality of life or pain and suffering.15 

Medical costs include three categories 
of expenditure: (1) Medical and hospital 
costs associated with treating the injury 
victim during the initial recovery period 
and in the long run, the costs associated 
with corrective surgery, the treatment of 
chronic injuries, and rehabilitation 
services; (2) ancillary costs, such as 
costs for prescriptions, medical 
equipment, and ambulance transport; 
and (3) costs of health insurance claims 
processing. Cost estimates for these 
expenditure categories were derived 
from a number of national and state 
databases, including the National 
Healthcare Cost and Utilization 
Project—National Inpatient Sample and 
the Medical Expenditure Panel Survey, 
both sponsored by the Agency for 
Healthcare Research and Quality. 

Work loss estimates, based on 
information from the National Health 
Interview Survey and the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, as well as a number of 
published wage studies, include: (1) The 
forgone earnings of parents and visitors, 
including lost wage work and 
household work, (2) imputed long term 
work losses of the victim that would be 
associated with permanent impairment, 





and (3) employer productivity losses, 
such as the costs incurred when 
employers spend time juggling 
schedules or training replacement 
workers. The earnings estimates were 
updated most recently with weekly 
earnings data from the Current 
Population Survey conducted by the 
Bureau of the Census in conjunction 
with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Intangible, or non-economic, costs of 
injury reflect the physical and 
emotional trauma of injury as well as 
the mental anguish of victims and 
caregivers. Intangible costs are difficult 
to quantify because they do not 
represent products or resources traded 
in the marketplace. Nevertheless, they 
typically represent the largest 
component of injury cost and need to be 
accounted for in any benefit-cost 
analysis involving health outcomes 
(Rice et al., 1989). The Injury Cost 
Model develops a monetary estimate of 
these intangible costs from jury awards 
for pain and suffering. While these 
awards can vary widely on a case-by- 
case basis, studies have shown them to 
be systematically related to a number of 
factors, including economic losses, the 
type and severity of injury, and the age 
of the victim (Viscusi, 1988; Rodgers, 
1993). Estimates for the Injury Cost 
Model were derived from a regression 
analysis of about 2,000 jury awards in 
nonfatal product liability cases 
involving consumer products compiled 
by Jury Verdicts Research, Inc. 

In addition to estimating the costs of 
injuries treated in U.S. hospital 
emergency departments and reported 
through NEISS, the Injury Cost Model 
uses empirical relationships between 


emergency department injuries and 
those treated in other settings (e.g., 
physicians’ offices, clinics, ambulatory 
surgery centers, and direct hospital 
admissions) to estimate the number, 
types, and costs of injuries treated 
outside of hospital emergency 
departments (Miller et al., 2000; 
Lawrence, 2013). Thus, the Injury Cost 
Model allows us to expand on NEISS by 
combining (1) the number and costs of 
emergency department injuries with (2) 
the number and costs of medically 
attended injuries treated in other 
settings to estimate the total number of 
medically attended injuries and their 
costs across all treatment levels. 


Table 1 below provides annual 
estimates of the injuries and the societal 
costs associated with “high-powered 
and/or ball-shaped magnet ingestions” 
that involve, or possibly involve, the 
magnets that are the subject of the rule. 
As shown in Table 1, the 2009 through 
June 2012 NEISS estimates suggest an 
estimated annual average of about 610 
emergency department-treated injuries, 
including 544 injuries that were treated 
and released and 66 injuries that 
required hospitalization. About 60 
percent of these emergency department- 
treated ingestions involved children 
ages 4 through 12 years. Just over half 
of the magnet cases from the emergency 
departments of the hospitals that 
comprise the NEISS sample appear to 
have involved the ingestion of more 
than one magnet. Additionally, based on 
estimates from the ICM, there were 
another 319 injuries treated annually in 
locations other than hospital emergency 
departments.!& 


TABLE 1—ESTIMATED AVERAGE ANNUAL MEDICALLY ATTENDED INJURIES AND ASSOCIATED SOCIETAL COSTS FOR HIGH- 
POWERED AND/OR BALL-SHAPED MAGNET INGESTIONS THAT WERE DETERMINED TO INVOLVE, OR POSSIBLY IN- 
VOLVE, THE MAGNETS OF INTEREST, 2009-JUNE 2012 


Treated and Released from Hospital Emergency Department (NEISS) 
Admitted to Hospital Through the Emergency Department (NEISS) 


Medically Treated Outside of Hospital Emergency Department (ICM) 


Total Medically Attended Injuries 
*In 2012 dollars. 


Injury disposition 








: Estimated 
——— societal costs 
($ millions) * 
dcdsereteni caine 544 11.4 
Series geen wa t 66 8.6 
patie yes 319 8.6 
929 28.6 


t According to the Directorate for Epidemiology, the estimated number of hospital-admitted, emergency department-treated injuries is a not a 
reliable estimate because of the small number of cases upon which the estimate was based. 


After including the injuries treated 
outside of hospital emergency 
departments, there was an estimated 
annual average of about 929 medically 


15 A detailed description of the cost components, 
and the general methodology and data sources used 


attended injuries involving ingestions of 
the magnets of interest. Based on the 
ICM, these injuries resulted in annual 
societal costs of about $28.6 million (in 


to develop the CPSC’s Injury Cost Model, can be 
found in Miller et al. (2000). 


2012 dollars) during the 2009 to June 
2012 time period. The injury cost 
estimates differ from those presented in 
the preliminary regulatory analysis 


16 Although no deaths were reported during the 
baseline time period for this analysis, one death 
involving the subject magnets was reported in 2013. 
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because of an expansion of the baseline 
time period from 2009 through 2011 to 
2009 through June 2012 and because of 
updates to the CPSC’s Injury Cost Model 
(Lawrence, 2013). The injury cost 
estimates were also inflated from 2011 
to 2012 dollars. 

The average estimated societal costs 
per injury was about $27,000 for injuries 
treated in locations other than 
emergency departments (such as 
physicians’ offices, clinics, ambulatory 
surgery centers, or direct hospital 
admissions); about $21,000 for injuries 
that were treated and released from 
emergency departments; and about 
$130,000 for injuries that required 
admission to the hospital for treatment. 
Medical costs and work losses 
(including work losses of caregivers) 
accounted for about 30 percent of these 
injury cost estimates, and the less 
tangible costs of injury associated with 
pain and suffering accounted for about 
70 percent of the estimated injury costs. 

Uncertainty. As noted in the 
preliminary regulatory analysis, there is 
uncertainty concerning these estimates. 
Some of the cases described as 
involving the magnets of interest that 
were included in Table 1 may not have 
involved the magnets that are the 
subject of the rule. As noted above, 
about 90 percent of the cases upon 
which the table was based were 
described as only possibly involving the 
magnets of interest because NEISS 
narratives are not required to list 
manufacturer or brand name. Hence, it 
is possible that Table 1 overstates the 
societal costs associated with the 
magnets that would be included in the 
rule, 

On the other hand, in addition to the 
magnet cases upon which the table was 
based, there were also 230 NEISS cases 
(representing about 1,526 emergency 
department-treated injuries annually), 
in which the magnet type was classified 


as “unknown or other.”’ These cases 
included narratives that mentioned that 
a magnet was involved but presented 
insufficient information to classify the 
magnet type. Consequently, to the 
extent that the unknown magnet types 
involved magnets that would be covered 
by the rule, the Table 1 results would 
tend to understate the societal costs 
associated with the magnets subject to 
the rule. 


ii. Estimated Benefits of the Rule 


As noted above, the benefits of the 
magnet rule would be the reduction in 
the societal costs of the injuries that 
would be prevented. Because the rule 
will eliminate from the market all 
magnet sets involved in the ingestion 
injuries described above, all injuries 
that would have occurred in the absence 
of a rule would be prevented. Although 
no deaths involving magnet sets 
occurred during the time period covered 
by our analysis, we know of a magnet 
set related fatality that occurred in 2013. 
Thus, we anticipate that the rule would 
prevent future fatalities as well as 
injuries. However, if children, 
adolescents, and teens cannot play with 
or use the prohibited magnets, they 
could play with or use substitute 
products (including high-powered 
magnets intended for other uses 17) that 
also may result in injury. Hence, the 
overall benefits of the rule should be 
measured as the net reduction in 
injuries and the concomitant reduction 
in societal costs that would result. 
Based on the injury estimates presented 
in Table 1, and given the absence of 
information on expected use and risks 


17Common commercial and industrial 
applications of small neodymium-iron-boron 
magnets include their use in holding systems, 
motors (DC, servo, linear, and voice coil), magnetic 
bearings, magnetic couplings, jewelry, welding 
clamps, oil filters, disc drives, loudspeakers, 
headphones, microphones, instrumentation, 
switches, and relays. 


of alternative products or activities, the 
expected benefits of the rule might 
amount to about $28.6 million annually. 


b. Potential Costs of the Rule 


Both consumers and producers 
benefit from the production and sale of 
consumer products. The consuming 
public obtains the use value or “‘utility”’ 
associated with the consumption of 
products; producers obtain income and 
profits from the production and sale of 
products. Consequently, the costs of a 
rule that eliminates certain magnetic 
sets would consist of: (1) The lost use 
value experienced by consumers who 
would no longer be able to purchase 
magnets that do not meet the standard 
at any price; and (2) the lost income and 
profits to firms that could not produce 
and sell non-complying products in the 
future. The same baseline used in the 
benefits assessment, 2009 to June 2012, 
is used for the cost analysis. 


i. Lost Utility to Consumers 


First, consider the lost utility to 
consumers. We cannot estimate in any 
precise way the use value that 
consumers receive from these products, 
but we can describe use value 
conceptually. In general, use value 
includes the amount of: (1) Consumer 
expenditures for the product, plus (2) 
what is called ‘“‘consumer surplus.” In 
the case of the magnet sets, given sales 
of about 800,000 sets annually during 
the 2009 to June 2012 time period, and 
assuming an average retail price of 
about $25 in 2012, consumer 
expenditures would amount to about 
$20 million annually in 2012 dollars. 
These expenditures represent the 
minimum value that consumers would 
expect to get from these products. It is 
represented by the area of the rectangle 
OBDE in the standard supply and 
demand graph below, where B equals 
$25, and E equals 800,000 units. 
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Figure 1. Supply and demand graph illustrating the 
concepts of consumer and producer surplus 








Price per unit 


The consumer surplus is given by the 
area of the triangle BCD under the 
graph’s demand function and represents 
the difference between the market 
clearing price and the maximum 
amount consumers would have been 
willing to pay for the product. This 
consumer surplus will vary for 
individual consumers, but it represents 
a benefit to consumers over and above 
what they had to pay (McCloskey, 
1982).18 For example, although tickets 
to a concert or football game might sell 
for $100 each, some consumers who buy 
them for $100 would have been willing 
to pay $150 per ticket. In other words, 
they paid $100 and received benefits 
that they value at $150. Hence, each of 
these consumers would receive a 
consumer surplus of $50.19 

In general, the use value of the magnet 
sets obtained by consumers is 


18 The concept of consumer surplus is discussed 
in OMB’s Circular A—4 (OMB, 2003) and has been 
applied in several CPSC staff analyses, including 
Tohamy (2006) and Rodgers (2004). 

19 If the above graph represents the market for 
tickets, the demand curve describes the quantity of 
tickets demanded at each price (i.e., the quantity of 
tickets consumers are willing and able to purchase 
at each price). In this example, the $150 that the 
consumer would have been willing to pay for the 
ticket is represented on the demand curve at a point 
to the left of point D. The consumer surplus is given 
by the relevant point on the demand curve (i.e., 
where price = $150), minus the market clearing 
price of $100. 


Consumer 
surplus 


Producer 
surplus 








E 
Quantity per period 


represented by the area of the trapezoid 
OCDE. However, the prospective Joss in 
use value associated with the rule, 
which would prohibit certain magnet 
sets that do not comply with the rule, 
would amount to, at most, the area of 
the triangle representing the consumer 
surplus. This is because consumers 
would no longer be able to obtain utility 
from the prohibited product, but they 
would, nevertheless, still have the $20 
million (represented by the rectangle 
OBDE) that they would have spent on 
magnet sets in the absence of a rule. 
Although consumers would no longer 
be able to purchase magnet sets, which 
would have been their first choice, they 
can use this money to buy other 
products providing use value. 

We have no information regarding 
aggregate consumer surplus; and hence, 
no information on the amount of utility 
that would be lost from a magnet set 
rule. Although the magnet sets clearly 
provide “utility” to purchasers, magnet 
sets are not necessities. Consequently, 
the demand for magnet sets is probably 
not price inelastic, a factor that would 
tend to reduce estimates of utility 
losses.2° Additionally, if the magnetic 


20To say that the demand for a product is price 
‘inelastic’ means that the quantity demanded tends 
to be insensitive to changes in the price of the 
product. Gasoline is an example of a product with 
an inelastic demand. Consumers are not likely to 








Demand 






sets are ‘“‘faddish,” they may not be the 
type of product that will be used 
intensely by consumers over long 
periods of time. However, if, for 
example, consumers who purchased the 
magnetic sets at an average price of $25 
would have been willing to spend, on 
average, $35 per set, the lost utility from 
the magnet sets might amount to about 
$8 million on an annual basis (i.e., 
[$35 —$25] x 800,000 units annually). 
Finally, we note that the loss in 
consumer surplus just described 
represents the maximum loss of 
consumer utility from the rule; the 
actual loss is likely to be lower. This is 
because consumers are likely to gain 
some amount of consumer surplus from 
products that are purchased as an 
alternative to those magnet sets that 
would no longer be available because of 
the rule. If, for example, there were 
close substitutes for the magnet sets that 
do not meet the standard (e.g., desk toys 
that are almost as satisfying and 
similarly priced), the overall loss in 
consumer surplus (and, hence, the costs 
of the rule) would probably tend to be 
small. On the other hand, if there are no 
close substitutes, the costs of the rule 
would tend to be higher. 


reduce substantially their purchase of gasoline (at 
least in the short run), even if the price increases 
substantially. 
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Some alternative products might serve 
some of the same uses of the subject 
magnet sets. For example, consider the 
Liberty Balls mentioned earlier, which 
are comprised of large (1.3 inch) ferrite 
magnetic objects. Their size, weight, and 
relatively high price per ball make 
Liberty Balls unsuitable and impractical 
for use in most sculpturing and other 
construction activities for which the 
subject magnet sets are used. They 
might still be used by some for 
“fidgeting,” but there does not seem to 
be any unique attribute of this product 
that would cause a consumer to 
purchase Liberty Balls specifically for 
fidgeting; common objects, such as 
paper clips or ball bearings, could serve 
the same fidgeting purpose at a lower 
price. 

Another possible alternative product 
discussed by the Directorate for 
Engineering Sciences (Amodeo, 2013) 
could be magnet sets comprised of 
individual magnets permanently 
connected by rods or other means, such 
that the resulting magnetic objects are 
not small parts. Such sets are marketed 
as children’s toys because the 
individual pieces in the set do not fit 
into the small parts cylinder. Although 
these products have not been marketed 
for adults, and we have no evidence that 
they could be considered a good 
substitute for the subject magnet sets, if 
such sets could satisfy some consumers’ 
needs in constructing geometric shapes, 
then the lost consumer surplus might be 
reduced. 

Notwithstanding the availability of 
alternatives to the subject magnet sets, 
the rule will still result in some level of 
lost utility. By purchasing the products 
in question, rather than other products, 
consumers are revealing that they have 
a preference for the subject magnet sets 
that they believe are likely to provide 
them more utility than a substitute 
purchase. 


ii. Lost Benefits to Producers 


The lost benefits to firms resulting 
from a rule that effectively eliminates a 
product they produce are measured by 
a loss in what is called producer 
surplus. Producer surplus is a profit 
measure that is somewhat analogous to 
consumer surplus. Whereas consumer 
surplus is a measure of benefits received 
by individuals who consume products, 
net of the cost of purchasing the 
products, producer surplus is a measure 
of the benefits accruing to firms that 
produce and sell products, net of the 
costs of producing them. More formally, 
‘producer surplus” is defined as the 
total revenue (TR) of firms selling the 
magnet sets, less the total variable costs 
(TVC) of production. Variable costs are 





costs that vary with the level of output 
and usually include expenditures for 
raw materials, wages, distribution of the 
product, and the like.?! 

In Figure 1, total revenue is given by 
the area OBDE, which is simply the 
product of sales and price. The total 
variable costs of production are given by 
the area under the supply function, 
OADE. Consequently, producer surplus 
is given by the triangle, ABD, which is 
the area under the market clearing price 
and above the supply function. 

As described earlier, sales of the 
magnet sets averaged roughly 800,000 
sets annually during the 2009 through 
mid-2012 time period, with an average 
retail price of about $25 per set in 2012. 
Thus, total industry revenues averaged 
about $20 million annually (i.e., 800,000 
sets x $25 per set) in 2012 dollars. 
Additional information provided by 
firms to the Office of Compliance and 
Field Operations suggests that the 
average import cost of the magnets to 
U.S. importers, a major variable cost, 
may have amounted to about $10 per 
set, or an average of about $8 million 
annually (i.e., 800,000 sets x $10 import 
cost per set). We have no information on 
other variable costs associated with the 
production, packaging, marketing, and 
distribution of the magnet sets. 
However, it seems likely that variable 
costs would constitute a significant 
proportion of the remaining difference 
between revenues ($20 million) and 
import costs ($8 million). If we assume 
that variable costs amount to about half 
of the difference, lost producer surplus 
would amount to about $6 million.?2 


iii. Summary of Costs of the Rule 


The costs of the rule, in terms of 
reduced benefits for firms and lost 
utility by consumers, are uncertain. 
However, based on annual sales 
estimates available for 2009 through 


21 Note that although producer surplus (PS) is a 
measure of profits, it is not the same as profits. 
Whereas PS = TR—TVC, profits (1) = TR-(TFC + 
TVC), where TFC represents total fixed costs (i.e., 
those costs borne by the firm regardless of the level 
of output). If we substitute PS into the profit 
equation, and rearrange terms, we have PS = 7 + 
TFC. Thus, producer surplus is equal to profits, 
plus total fixed costs. In the case of the market for 
magnet sets, the fixed costs of production for 
American importers are small. The magnet sets 
were generally produced, packaged, and shipped 
from China and sometimes sent directly to the 
importer’s point of sale. Even when the magnet sets 
were shipped directly to importers, most additional 
costs incurred by importers, such as shipping and 
marketing costs, would be considered variable. 
Consequently, in the case of the market for magnet 
sets, lost profits would be approximately equal to 
lost producer surplus. 

22 This value is lower than the value presented in 
the preliminary regulatory analysis, due to the use 
of more refined sales figures for the affected 
producers. 


mid-2012, these costs could amount to 
as much as $6 million in lost producer 
surplus and some unknown quantity of 
lost utility. The estimate of lost 
producer surplus differs from impacts 
estimated in the NPR (7.5 million, 
expressed as lost profits) because of a 
revised estimate of annual sales, and 
different assumptions regarding profit 
rates and variable costs. 


c. Sensitivity of Results to Product Life 
Assumptions 


Implicit in this analysis is the 
assumption that the expected useful life 
of the magnet sets is about 1 year. 
Because this product has only been in 
widespread consumer use since 2009, 
this assumption is made without 
extensive knowledge about the actual 
use of the magnetic sets by consumers. 
We consider magnet sets to be novelty 
products, which means for many 
consumers, they may lose much of their 
appeal quite quickly. Accordingly, we 
chose a one-year rather than a longer 
useful life even though the magnets may 
be physically durable products. Even if 
some of the products remain in homes 
or offices longer than a year, the risk of 
ingestion by children may be much 
higher in the first month or two after the 
magnet sets are purchased, when the 
appeal of the product is at its highest 
and the consumer actively uses or plays 
with the product frequently. Once 
novelty products lose their appeal, they 
are likely to be put away and stored 
indefinitely or perhaps even discarded. 


However, we note that the results of 
our analysis are not particularly 
sensitive to this product life 
assumption. For example, had we 
assumed that the average product life 
was about 2 years, rather than 1 year, 
estimates of the number of sets in use 
at any given time would approximately 
double, reducing the estimated annual 
risk of injury, per magnet set in use (and 
hence, reduce estimated societal costs 
per set), by about half. However, this 
reduced estimate of annual societal 
costs would be offset by the fact that the 
sets remain in use for 2 years, rather 
than 1 year. Thus, annual benefits, per 
magnet set in use, would be about 
halved, but the present value of benefits 
would be accrued over 2 years, rather 
than 1 year. Consequently, even if we 
had doubled the assumed product life, 
the relationship between benefits and 
costs would have remained roughly the 
same. Estimated benefits would be 
slightly lower under a two year useful 
product life due to discounting second 
year benefits. 
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d. Alternatives to the Rule 


There are several possible alternatives 
to the rule. We are unable to quantify 
either the costs or the benefits of these 
alternatives, in part because the 
requirements of such alternatives have 
not been specified. To estimate the 
potential costs of the alternatives, we 
would need a precise description of 
what the requirements would be. 
Moreover, even with this information, it 
would still be difficult to determine the 
expected injury reduction from the 
various alternatives. 

Nevertheless, the costs of each of the 
alternatives discussed below are 
expected to be substantially lower than 
the costs of the rule. This is because, 
generally speaking, the alternatives 
would allow consumers and businesses 
to continue buying, selling, and using 
the magnet sets that would no longer be 
available under the rule. Similarly, the 
benefits of these alternatives, in terms of 
injury reduction, would also be 
expected to be lower than the benefits 
for the rule. This is because, under these 
alternatives, some children would 
continue to have access to the magnet 
sets. 

The Commission may not have 
authority for some of the alternatives 
discussed. None of the alternatives was 
chosen because the expected injury 
reduction from each was believed to 
address the hazard inadequately. 
Comments on the NPR did not alter this 
decision. 


i. Alternative Performance 
Requirements 


As an alternative to the rule, the 
Commission could consider 
promulgating an alternative set of 
requirements that could reduce the risk 
of injury from magnet sets but not 
necessarily eliminate the risk. For 
example, some alternatives to the rule 
might include: Setting a different flux 
index for the magnets sold as 
manipulative desk sets; requiring 
different specifications for shapes and 
sizes of magnets within the scope of the 
standard; or setting forth some other 
criteria that have not yet been 
developed (but are not as stringent as in 
the final rule). If these alternative 
requirements led to the production of 
magnet sets with physical 
characteristics that appealed to 
consumers, the cost of the rule for both 
consumers and businesses would be 
reduced. Businesses would continue to 
be able to produce and sell magnet sets, 
and consumers would continue to be 
able to buy and use them. However, 
these alternative requirements would 
likely reduce the benefits of a rule: 


Magnets that present a risk of harm 
would still be available and some 
children would undoubtedly have 
access to them and be injured by them. 


One practical question, however, is 
whether alternative requirements for the 
sizes and flux index of magnets would 
eliminate or substantially affect the 
physical qualities of the products that 
make them enjoyable for adults. 
Regarding the alternative size 
requirements, consumers can use 
magnet sets of 216 or more 5mm balls 
to make a variety of constructions. 
Larger individual magnets that would 
meet an alternative (that is smaller than 
the 1.25-inch diameter specified in the 
final rule) might be determined to 
reduce the risk associated with 
ingestions somewhat, but, depending 
upon their size, might make them 
unsuitable for many of the uses of the 
sets with smaller magnets. 


Similarly, allowing a flux index 
greater than the 50 kG? mm? flux limit 
of the rule might improve the usefulness 
of the magnet sets in construction 
activities. However, given that the 
subject magnet sets have flux index 
values typically in the range of 400-500 
for spherical magnets, the flux index 
limit might have to be increased 
substantially higher than the flux index 
limit of 50 kG? mm? to provide levels 
of satisfaction that are similar to those 
of the subject magnet sets. Moreover, a 
flux index limit of substantially more 
than 50 kG* mm? could, relative to the 
proposed rule, substantially increase the 
harms associated with the ingestion 
risk—the harms the rule is intended to 
prevent. 


Another alternative might be to create 
specifications for the application of 
bittering agents on the magnets to make 
them less appealing to young children. 
However, the effectiveness of bittering 
agents in reducing magnet ingestions is 
questionable (Sedney & Smith, 2012). 

Neither the costs, nor the benefits of 
these alternative sets of requirements 
are quantifiable with available 
information. The staff is reasonably 
certain that magnets with a flux index 
of less than 50 kG? mm? will 
substantially reduce the risk injury. 
However, the risk associated with flux 
indices greater than 50 kG? mm#? but less 
than the indices of 400 to 500 for the 
subject magnet sets are unknown and 
cannot be estimated with available data. 
The staff is also reasonably certain that 
the risk of ingesting magnets is 
substantially reduced if the magnets are 
too large for the small parts container. 
However, the increased risk of ingestion 
with smaller sized magnets is unknown. 


Require Safer Packaging 


The Commission could require 
magnet sets to be sold with special 
storage containers that are fitted to the 
product so that consumers would be 
able to determine whether any of the 
magnets were missing from the sets. 
Such a requirement might prevent 
injuries resulting from a small number 
of magnets being separated from a set 
without the owner being aware. In 
reality, however, many consumers may 
not use such containers because using 
them could require time to form the 
magnets into a shape, such as a cube; or 
consumers might wish to keep the 
magnets out of their container to 
preserve a shape or structure that took 
time and effort to construct. 

Alternatively (or in combination), the 
Commission could require the magnets 
to be sold in child-resistant packaging. 
The benefit of such an approach is the 
potential to reduce ingestion injuries. 
However, the benefits of this approach 
would be limited. Child-resistant 
packaging would not prevent teens and 
adolescents (and even some younger 
children) from opening the packaging. 
Additionally, the packaging would have 
to be secured after each use. According 
to the Division of Human Factors, it is 
unlikely that adults would accept child- 
resistant packaging for a product like 
the magnet sets because of the level of 
inconvenience involved in returning the 
magnets to the package (Sedney & 
Smith, 2012). Additionally, for the 
reasons described above, consumers 
may leave magnets out of their 
container. 

The costs of this alternative would 
depend upon the packaging 
requirements but would be substantially 
less costly than the rule, which 
eliminates the subject magnet sets from 
the marketplace. It seems unlikely that 
the costs would amount to more than a 
dollar or so per magnet set, although 
these costs might be somewhat higher if 
child-resistant packaging was required. 
The benefits of requiring safer packaging 
are unknown, but based on the HF 
discussion above, the benefits may be 
relatively small if consumers would not 
use the packaging containers 
appropriately. 

ii. Warnings 

The Commission could require strong 
warnings on labels and on-product 
instructions designed to prevent the use 
of the magnet sets by children. Based on 
HF staff’s examination, the ingestion 
warnings that currently accompany 
magnet sets are generally aimed at 
adults, but the warnings are deficient in 
their content. For example, some 
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warnings caution against children 
swallowing the magnets, but the 
warnings do not describe the incident 
scenarios. Some warnings refer to the 
propensity of swallowed magnets to 
stick to intestines, without referring to 
the presence of other magnets or metal 
objects. Other warnings refer to magnets 
sticking together or attaching to other 
metallic objects inside the body, but the 
warnings do not explain that the 
magnets can attract through the walls of 
the intestines and forcefully compress 
these tissues, resulting in serious 
injuries. According to HF staff, without 
detailed information in the warnings, 
consumers may not really understand 
how swallowing magnets differs from 
swallowing other small parts or how 
magnets sticking together could pose a 
hazard. 

HF staff believes that it may be 
possible to develop warnings that could 
communicate the ingestion hazard, the 
consequences of ingestion, and how to 
avoid the hazard. To the extent that the 
subject magnets present a “hidden” 
hazard about which consumers are 
unaware, explicit and adequate 
warnings could reduce ingestions and 
allow adults to continue to enjoy the use 
of the product. 

The costs of such warnings would 
most likely be small, and consumers 
could make informed decisions about 
the purchase and use of magnet sets. 
However, although HF staff believes 
warnings could be developed to 
communicate the hazard, HF staff also 
believes that injury reduction would be 
limited. They point out that avoiding 
the ingestion hazard requires consumers 
to keep the product away from all 
children in the incident age group, and 
while caregivers who read and 
understand the warnings may attempt to 
keep this product out of the hands of 
young children, HF staff doubts that 
many caregivers are likely to be so 
diligent about heeding the warning with 
older children and adolescents (Sedney 
& Smith, 2012). Also, HF staff doubts 
that caregivers will think that constant 
supervision is needed if they believe the 
sets have been properly secured or that 
their children are not aware of the sets 
(Sedney & Smith, 2013). As noted in the 
NPR (77 FR 53781), a corrective action 
in 2010, which included stronger 
warnings combined with provisions for 
controlling distribution of magnet sets, 
was found to be inadequate because of 
a subsequent increase in ingestion 
injuries involving the products. 
Consequently, warnings (combined with 
sales restrictions and other measures) 
have not been judged to address the risk 
posed by the subject magnet sets 
adequately. 





iv. Restrictions on the Sale of Magnet 
Sets 


Another lower-cost option the 
Commission could consider is to 
prohibit sales of magnet sets in toy 
stores, children’s sections of general 
purpose stores, and near cash registers 
of stores that sell any children’s 
products. The costs of this option would 
be lower than the rule because this 
would allow the magnet sets to be 
marketed to and used by consumers. 
Sales limitations or requirements for 
strong warnings might also be required 
on Web sites advertising the sale of 
magnets on the Internet. 

The details of developing a set of sales 
limitations and requirements would 
need to be worked out, but the idea 
would be to make sure that magnet sets, 
to the extent possible, are not sold at 
locations where children are likely to be 
present. Sales requirements might also 
be combined with strong and explicit 
warnings that HF staff has suggested 
could be developed. 

However, the benefits of this option 
are probably limited. Some parents 
would still allow their children 
(especially older children and 
adolescents) to play with the magnet 
sets, despite the warnings.’ In addition, 
some children will get into the 
packaging, even if parents try to restrict 
the use of the desk toys. 


v. Address Through Corrective Actions 
Rather Than Regulatory Action 


The Commission could continue to 
address the hazard through corrective 
action plans. However, this approach 
may be inadequate because this 
approach is reactive and would entail 
waiting for new incidents to occur 
rather than preventing them. 


vi. Take No Action 


The Commission could determine that 
no rule is reasonably necessary to 
reduce the risk of ingestion injuries 
associated with small, powerful magnet 


23 As noted in the NPR (77 FR 53781), one firm 
agreed to a corrective action in 2010, which 
included provisions for controlling distribution by 
agreeing to ask retailers who market products 
primarily to children to execute a Responsible 
Sellers Agreement prohibiting marketing and sales 
to children, as well as agreeing to stop the sale of 
magnet sets to retailers who market products 
exclusively to children. However, with a 
subsequent increase in ingestion injuries involving 
the products, Compliance began negotiation of 
corrective action plans with 11 of 13 magnet set 
importers that voluntarily agreed to cease the 
importation, distribution, and continued sale of 
their magnet sets, and administrative actions were 
initiated by the Commission against two firms that 
did not agree to cease sales voluntarily. By 
implication, sales restrictions (combined with 
warnings and other measures) have not been judged 
to address the risk posed by the subject magnet sets 
adequately. 


sets. Under this alternative, future 
societal losses would be determined by 
the numbers of products in use, and 
other factors that affect the likelihood 
that young children, adolescents, and 
teens will ingest the magnets. Although 
there would be no costs, such a 
determination would not reduce 
injuries. 


4. Summary 


Based on reports to the CPSC, 
ingestions of small magnets contained 
in certain magnet sets have caused 
multiple, high-severity injuries that 
require surgery to remove the magnets 
and repair internal damage. Based on 
the NEISS cases identified by the 
Directorate for Epidemiology staff as 
involving high-powered and/or ball- 
shaped magnet ingestions, the estimated 
benefits of the rule might amount to 
about $28.6 million annually. 


The costs of the rule consist of the 
reduced producer surplus for firms and 
lost utility by consumers, also are 
uncertain. Based on annual sales 
estimates available for 2009 through 
mid-2012, these costs could amount to 
as much as $6 million in lost producer 
surplus and some unknown quantity of 
lost utility. 


There are alternative regulatory 
actions that might allow the magnet sets 
to continue to be marketed. For 
example, the Commission, by 
regulation, could issue alternative 
requirements; issue requirements for the 
packaging of the magnet sets (e.g., 
develop requirements for child-resistant 
packaging); require warnings that 
describe explicitly the hazard and how 
to avoid it; and/or place limitations on 
how and where the magnet sets can be 
sold. These alternative actions—which 
might be considered alone, or in 
combination—would have varying 
levels of effectiveness, but all of them 
would be result in lower reductions in 
injuries associated with magnet 
ingestion. 


I. Paperwork Reduction Act 


The rule does not require 
manufacturers (including importers) to 
perform testing or require manufacturers 
or retailers to keep records. For this 
reason, the rule does not contain 
“collection of information 
requirements,” as that term is used in 
the Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 
3501-3520. Therefore, the rule need not 
be submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) in 
accordance with 44 U.S.C. 3507(d) and 
implementing regulations codified at 5 
CFR 1320.11. 
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J. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 


1. Introduction 


The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) 
requires that agencies review rules for 
their potential economic impact on 
small entities, including small 
businesses. Section 604 of the RFA calls 
for agencies to prepare a final regulatory 
flexibility analysis, describing the 
impact of the rule on small entities and 
identifying impact-reducing 
alternatives. The final regulatory 
flexibility analysis is to contain: 

(1) A statement of the need for, and 
objectives of, the rule; 

(2) a statement of the significant 
issues raised by the public comments in 
response to the initial regulatory 
flexibility analysis, a statement of the 
agency’s assessment of those issues, and 
a statement of any changes made to the 
proposed rule as a result of such 
comments; 

(3) the response of the agency to any 
comments filed by the Chief Counsel for 
Advocacy of the Small Business 
Administration in response to the 
proposed rule, and a statement of any 
changes made in the final rule as a 
result of the comments; 

(4) a description of, and where 
feasible, an estimate of the number of 
small entities to which the proposed 
rule will apply; 

(5) a description of the projected 
reporting, recordkeeping, and other 
compliance requirements of the 
proposed rule, including an estimate of 
the classes of small entities that will be 
subject to the requirement and the types 
of professional skills necessary for the 
preparation of the —— or record; and 

(6) a description of the steps the 
agency has taken to minimize the 
significant economic impact on small 
entities consistent with the stated 
objectives of applicable statutes, 
including a statement of the factual, 
policy, and legal reasons for selecting 
the alternative adopted in the final rule 
and why each one of the other 
alternatives to the rule considered by 
the agency which affect the impact on 
smal] entities was rejected. 
Accordingly, staff prepared a final 
regulatory flexibility analysis, which is 
summarized below. 


2. Statement of the Need for, and 
Objectives of, the Rule 


The rule prohibits the sale or 
distribution in commerce of magnet sets 
and individual magnets intended to be 
used with or as magnet sets that do not 
meet the specific requirements 
described in section F of this preamble. 
The current designs of magnet sets of 
the type that became popular in recent 


years would not meet the rule’s 
requirements. The CPSC has received 
information, described in section C of 
this preamble, regarding incidents with, 
and hazards posed by, sets of small, 
powerful magnets. According to the 
final regulatory analysis, there was an 
annual average of about 929 medically 
attended magnet ingestions that were 
defined as at least ‘‘possibly of interest” 
during the period from 2009 through 
June 2012. These ingestions resulted in 
societal costs of about $28.6 million per 
year. 

The objective of the rule is to 
eliminate or reduce the risk of injury to 
consumers from the ingestion of one or 
more small powerful magnets that 
comprise the subject consumer 
products. Because the magnet sets that 
have been involved in incidents would 
not meet the rule’s requirements, the 
rule will substantially reduce the future 
incidence and cost to society of 
ingestions of magnet sets. 


3. Comments on the Initial Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis 

The Commission received comments 
from more than 5,000 people in 
response to the NPR. Many of the 
comments related to issues that have a 
bearing on the economic impacts of the 
proposed rule on small businesses. The 
Commission’s responses to comments 
that address issues that were mentioned 
in the initial regulatory flexibility 
analysis (IRFA) are in included in 
Section E of this notice. 


4. Small Entities Subject to the Rule and 
Possible Economic Impacts 


The final rule would impact U.S. 
importers and retailers of magnet sets 
comprised of small, powerful magnets 
of the size and magnetic force 
proscribed by the rule. None of the 
magnet sets within the scope of the rule 
is produced domestically. All of the 
U.S. firms that have marketed the 
products are believed to have imported 
them from manufacturers in China. The 
one remaining firm that currently 
imports magnet sets is a small business 
under U.S. Small Business 
Administration (SBA) size standards 
(SBA, 2012). 

Based on information reviewed on 
product sales, including reports by firms 
to the Office of Compliance and Field 
Operations, the number of such magnet 
sets that were sold to U.S. consumers 
from 2009 through mid-2012 may have 
totaled about 2.7 million sets, with a 
value of roughly $50 million in 2012 
dollars. This value reflects a 
combination of retail sales directly to 
consumers (through company Web sites 
and other Internet retail sites) and sales 


to retailers who market the products. A 
review of retail prices reported by 
importers and observed on Internet sites 
suggests prices typically ranged from 
about $20 to $45, with an average price 
of about $25 for magnet sets that 
commonly contain 216 to 224 magnets. 
Larger sets of more than 1,000 
individual magnets have reportedly 
been sold at prices up to $300, 
depending on the number of magnets 
and the type of packaging. 

We noted in the IRFA that the 
economic impact of the rule would be 
most severe for seven small importing 
firms, which account for the great 
majority (perhaps more than 98%) of 
units sold according to sales 
information provided to CPSC 
Compliance staff; and five of these 
importers reportedly derived most or all 
of their revenues from the sale of the 
magnet sets or related products. We 
judged that these firms could go out of 
business as a result of the rule. Two of 
the other leading importers of magnet 
sets apparently had fairly broad product 
offerings, which could lessen the 
severity of the economic impact of a 
rule. Nevertheless, we noted that the 
expected impacts of a final rule could 
also be significant for these small 
importers. 

As discussed in section H.2.b. of this 
preamble, due to CPSC’s enforcement 
actions, current sales of magnet sets are 
dramatically smaller than at the time of 
the enforcement actions. We are aware 
of only one major importer of magnet 
sets that remains active in the market. 
The rule will likely have an adverse 
impact on this remaining firm. That firm 
might go out of business, unless the firm 
successfully markets other products, 
including magnet sets that would 
comply. 

5. Projected Reporting, Recordkeeping, 


and Other Compliance Requirements of 
the Rule 


The rule does not contain any 
reporting or record keeping 
requirements. 


6. Alternatives to the Rule 


The Commission could pursue other 
options, including: Adopting an 
alternative set of requirements for the 
flux index or size of the magnets; 
requiring safer packaging; requiring 
warnings on the packaging and 
promotional materials; imposing 
restrictions on the locations where 
magnet sets can be sold; addressing the 
risk of injury presented by magnet sets 
through corrective actions; and taking 
no action at all. Each of these 
alternatives is addressed in Section G of 
this preamble and in the Final 
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Regulatory Analysis at Section H of this 
preamble. All of these alternatives 
would reduce the expected impact of 
the rule on small business. However, as 
discussed in Sections G and H of this 
preamble, these alternatives would not 
be expected to achieve the same injury 
reductions as the rule, and some of the 
suggested alternatives would be beyond 
the Commission’s authority. 


K. Environmental Considerations 


CPSC rules establishing performance 
requirements are considered to ‘“‘have 
little or no potential for affecting the 
human environment,” and 
environmental assessments are not 
usually prepared for these rules (16 CFR 
1021.5 (c)(1)). This rule falls within the 
categorical exemption. 


L. Executive Order 12988 (Preemption) 


As required by Executive Order 12988 
(February 5, 1996), the CPSC states the 
preemptive effect of the rule as follows: 

The rule is promulgated under 
authority of the CPSA. 15 U.S.C. 2051- 
2089. Section 26 of the CPSA provides 
that ‘whenever a consumer product 
safety standard under this Act is in 
effect and applies to a risk of injury 
associated with a consumer product, no 
State or political subdivision of a State 
shall have any authority either to 
establish or to continue in effect any 
provision of a safety standard or 
regulation which prescribes any 
requirements as the performance, 
composition, contents, design, finish, 
construction, packaging or labeling of 
such product which are designed to deal 
with the same risk of injury associated 
with such consumer product, unless 
such requirements are identical to the 
requirements of the Federal Standard.” 
15 U.S.C. 2075(a). Upon application to 
the Commission, a state or local 
standard may be excepted from this 
preemptive effect, if the state or local 
standard: (1) Provides a higher degree of 
protection from the risk of injury or 
illness than the CPSA standard, and (2) 
does not unduly burden interstate 
commerce. In addition, the federal 
government, or a state or local 
government, may establish and continue 
in effect a nonidentical requirement that 
provides a higher degree of protection 
than the CPSA requirement for the 
hazardous substance for the federal, 
state, or local government’s use. 15 
U.S.C. 2075(b). 

Thus, with the exceptions noted 
above, the magnet set requirements 
would preempt nonidentical state or 
local requirements for magnet sets 
designed to protect against the same risk 
of injury. 


M. Effective Date 


The Commission has determined that 
the rule will become effective 180 days 
from publication of the final rule in the 
Federal Register and will apply to all 
magnet sets imported into or otherwise 
distributed in the United States that are 
manufactured or imported on or after 
that date. The CPSA requires that 
consumer product safety rules take 
effect not later than 180 days from their 
promulgation, unless the Commission 
finds there is good cause for a later date. 
15 U.S.C. 2058(g)(1). In the NPR, the 
Commission proposed that the rule 
would take effect 180 days after 
promulgation of a final rule. The 
Commission received no comments on 
the proposed effective date. 


N. Findings 


The CPSA requires the Commission to 
make certain findings when issuing a 
consumer product safety standard. 
Specifically, the CPSA requires that the 
Commission consider and make 
findings about the degree and nature of 
the risk of injury; the number of 
consumer products subject to the rule; 
the need of the public for the rule and 
the probable effect on utility, cost, and 
availability of the product; and other 
means to achieve the objective of the 
rule, while minimizing the impact on 
competition, manufacturing, and 
commercial practices. The CPSA also 
requires the rule to be reasonably 
necessary to eliminate or reduce an 
unreasonable risk of injury associated 
with the product; and issuing the rule 
must be in the public interest. 15 U.S.C. 
2058(f)(3). 

In addition, the Commission must 
find that: (1) If an applicable voluntary 
standard has been adopted and 
implemented, that compliance with the 
voluntary standard is not likely to 
adequately reduce the risk of injury, or 
compliance with the voluntary standard 
is not likely to be substantial; (2) that 
benefits expected from the regulation 
bear a reasonable relationship to the 
regulation’s costs; and (3) that the 
regulation imposes the least 
burdensome requirement that would 
prevent or adequately reduce the risk of 
injury. Jd. These findings are stated in 
§ 1240.5 of the rule and are based on 
information provided throughout this 
preamble and the staff’s briefing 
packages for the proposed and final 
rules, 


O. Conclusion 


For the reasons stated in this 
preamble, the Commission concludes 
that magnet sets and individual magnets 
that do not meet the requirements 


specified in this rule present an 
unreasonable risk of injury. 


List of Subjects in 16 CFR Part 1240 


Consumer protection, Imports, Infants 
and children, Labeling, Law 
enforcement, Incorporation by 
reference. 

For the reasons stated in the 
preamble, the Commission amends Title 
16 of the Code of Federal Regulations by 
adding part 1240 to read as follows: 


PART 1240—SAFETY STANDARD FOR 
MAGNET SETS 


Sec. 

1240.1 Scope, purpose, and effective date. 

1240.2 Definitions. 

1240.3 Requirements. 

1240.4 ‘Test procedure for determining flux 
index. 

1240.5 Findings. 


Authority: 15 U.S.C. 2056 and 2058. 


§ 1240.1 
date. 

This part 1240, a consumer product 
safety standard, prescribes requirements 
for magnet sets, as defined in § 1240.2, 
and for individual magnets that are 
marketed or intended for use with or as 
magnet sets. These requirements are 
intended to reduce or eliminate an 
unreasonable risk of injury to 
consumers who ingest magnets that are 
part of magnet sets. This standard takes 
effect on April 1, 2015 and applies to all 
magnet sets and individual magnets, as 
defined in § 1240.2, that are 
manufactured or imported on or after 
that date. 


§ 1240.2 Definitions. 

(a) The definitions in section 3 of the 
Consumer Product Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 
2052) apply to this part 1240. 

(b) Magnet set means: Any aggregation 
of separable magnetic objects that is a 
consumer product intended, marketed 
or commonly used as a manipulative or 
construction item for entertainment, 
such as puzzle working, sculpture 
building, mental stimulation, or stress 
relief. Relevant factors in determining 
intended uses of a magnet set include, 
but are not limited to: The 
manufacturer’s stated intent (such as on 
a label or Web site), if reasonable under 
the circumstances; the content and 
nature of advertising, promotion, 
marketing, packaging, or display 
relating to the product; and the uses for 
which the product is commonly 
recognized by consumers. 

(c) Individual magnet means: An 
individual magnetic object intended or 
marketed for use with or as a magnet set 
as defined in paragraph (b) of this 
section. 


Scope, purpose, and effective 
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§ 1240.3 Requirements. 


Each magnet in a magnet set, and any 
individual magnet, that fits completely 
within the cylinder described in 16 CFR 
1501.4 must have a flux index of 50 kG2 
mm? or less when tested in accordance 
with the method described in § 1240.4. 


§ 1240.4 Test procedure for determining 
flux index. 


(a) Select at least one magnet of each 
shape and size in the magnet set. 

(b) Measure the flux index of each 
selected magnet in accordance with the 
procedure in sections 8.24.1 through 
8.24.3 of ASTM F963-11, Standard 
Consumer Safety Specification for Toy 
Safety, approved on December 1, 2011. 
The Director of the Federal Register 
approves this incorporation by reference 
in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 
1 CFR part 51. You may obtain a copy 
from ASTM International, 100 Barr 
Harbor Drive, PO Box 0700, West 
Conshohocken, PA 19428; telephone 
610-832-9585; www.astm.org. You may 
inspect a copy at the Office of the 
Secretary, U.S. Consumer Product 
Safety Commission, Room 820, 4330 
East West Highway, Bethesda, MD 
20814, telephone 301-504-7923, or at 
the National Archives and Records 
Administration (NARA). For 
information on the availability of this 
material at NARA, call 202-741-6030, 
or go to: http://www.archives.gov/ 
federal register/code_of federal_ 
regulations/ibr_locations.html. 


§ 1240.5 Findings. 


(a) Degree and nature of the risk of 
injury. (1) Based on a review of National 
Electronic Injury Surveillance System 
(NEISS) data, we have determined that 
an estimated 2,900 ingestions of 
magnets from magnet sets were treated 
in emergency departments during the 
period from January 1, 2009 to 
December 31, 2013, an average of about 
580 ingestion incidents per year. From 
review of databases other than NEISS, 
we are aware of 109 reported incidents 
occurring from January 1, 2009 through 
June 24, 2014, involving the ingestion of 
magnets by children between the ages of 
1 and 15. Of those 109 incidents, 83 
involved the ingestion of high-powered, 
ball-shaped magnets that were 
contained in products that meet the 
above definition of ‘‘magnet set,” and 17 
of those 109 incidents possibly involved 
ingestion of this type of magnet. Thus, 
100 reported incidents of ingestions 
involved or possibly involved magnets 
from magnet sets. Hospitalization was 
required to treat 61 of the 100 incidents. 
In 81 of the 100 incidents, the magnets 
were ingested by children younger than 





four years old, or between the ages of 
four and 12 years. 

(2) Once ingested, these strong 
magnets begin to interact in the 
gastrointestinal tract, which can lead to 
tissue death, perforations, and/or 
fistulas, and possibly intestinal twisting 
and obstruction. If left untreated, these 
injuries can lead to infection of the 
peritoneal cavity and other life- 
threatening conditions. The number of 
magnets swallowed increases the risk of 
attraction and injury; but as few as two 
magnets can cause serious internal 
damage in a very short time. The fact 
that many medical professionals do not 
appreciate the health consequences of 
magnet ingestion increases the severity 
of the risk because a doctor who is 
unfamiliar with these strong magnets 
may send a child home and expect the 
magnets to pass naturally. There are also 
health consequences to the treatment 
and surgery for removal of ingested 
magnets. There may be a risk of 
gastrointestinal bleeding; leakage of 
holes that were repaired; rupturing of 
resectioned bowels; temporary paralysis 
of the bowels; use of a colostomy bag; 
IV feeding initially, or for some longer 
time period; and compromise of 
nutrition and digestive function. Long- 
term health consequences can be severe, 
as well: loss of intestinal tissue; 
compromised nutrition absorption; 
adhesions and scarring of intestines; 
need for a bowel transplant; and 
possible impediments to fertility for 
girls. Even children who pass the 
magnets naturally and do not require 
surgery still need close observation by 
doctors and may undergo sequential x- 
rays, thus, exposing children to repeated 
dosages of radiation. 

(b) Number of consumer products 
subject to this part. The market for 
magnet sets increased substantially from 
the time magnet sets were first 
introduced, through mid-2012. We 
estimate that the number of magnet sets 
that have been sold to U.S. consumers 
since 2009, the first year of significant 
sales, may have totaled about 2.7 
million sets, representing a value of 
roughly $50 million. Because of CPSC 
enforcement activity and actions taken 
by firms since mid-2012, most firms 
have ceased selling the magnet sets. 
Actual sales since the end of 2012 by 
the firms remaining in the market are 
unknown but believed to be small. The 
remaining major importing firm that 
continues to sell the products is 
estimated to hold a market share of less 
than 2 percent of pre-enforcement 
action sales. The approximate number 
of products subject to this part (in terms 
of unit sales) could be fewer 25,000 sets 
per year. 





(c) The need of the public for magnet 
sets and the effects of this part on their 
utility, cost, and availability. (1) We 
cannot estimate precisely the use value 
that consumers receive from magnet 
sets. In general, use value would be the 
amount of money that consumers 
expend on the product, plus the 
consumer surplus (i.e., the difference 
between the market price and the 
maximum amount consumers would 
have been willing to pay for the 
product). Magnet sets of the type that 
have been involved in incidents would 
not comply with this part. Therefore, 
consumers will no longer be able to 
obtain utility from these magnet sets. 
Although magnet sets clearly provide 
utility to purchasers, magnet sets are not 
necessities. Products that meet the 
requirements of this part might be 
developed that would serve some of the 
purposes of magnet sets. This part 
would continue to allow strong magnets 
for other uses, such as commercial or 
industrial uses. 

(2) Individual magnets that are 
intended or marketed for use with or as 
magnet sets also must comply with the 
requirements of this part. The 
Commission is aware that firms selling 
magnet sets have offered individual 
magnets. To avoid firms circumventing 
the rule by selling individual magnets 
that are nevertheless intended or 
marketed to be used as magnet sets, this 
part covers such individual magnets. 
Individual magnets sold for other uses 
are not subject to this part. Thus, this 
part does not affect the need for, utility, 
or availability of individual magnets 
that are sold for uses other than as 
magnet sets. 

(d) Other means to achieve the 
objective of this part, while minimizing 
the impact on competition and 
manufacturing. (1) The Commission 
considered various alternatives to the 
requirements specified in this part. This 
part requires that if a magnet set 
contains a magnet that fits within the 
small parts cylinder that CPSC uses for 
testing toys, all magnets from that set 
must have a flux index of 50 kG? mm? 
or less. In addition, individual magnets 
intended or marketed for use with or as 
magnet sets must meet these 
requirements. We do not believe that 
options other than a rule establishing 
these requirements would sufficiently 
reduce the number and severity of 
injuries resulting from the ingestion of 
magnets from these magnet sets. The 
circumstances associated with this 
product limit the likely effectiveness of 
warning labels. Despite existing warning 
labels and market restrictions, ingestion 
incidents have continued to occur. 
Parents and caregivers may not 
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appreciate the hazard associated with 
magnet sets. Accordingly, parents and 
caregivers will continue to allow 
children access to the product. Children 
may not appreciate the hazard and will 
continue to mouth the items, swallow 
them, or in the case of young 
adolescents and teens, use the magnets 
to mimic body piercings. Once the 
magnets are removed from their carrying 
case, the magnets bear no warnings to 
guard against ingestion or aspiration; 
the small size of the individual magnets 
precludes the addition of any warning. 
Because individual magnets from 
magnet sets are shared easily among 
children, many end users of the product 
are likely to have had no exposure to 
any warning. 

(2) The Commission has considered 
other alternatives to reduce the risk 
from magnet sets: alternative 
performance requirements, such as 
setting a different flux limit or requiring 
bittering agents; safer packaging 
requirements, such as requiring a 
specific design for storage containers or 
requiring child resistant packaging; 
sales restrictions; continued corrective 
actions; and taking no action. Some of 
these alternatives may not be within the 
Commission’s authority. Although each 
of the alternative actions would have 
lower costs and less impact on small 
business, none is likely to significantly 
reduce the injuries associated with 
ingestion of magnets from magnet sets. 

(e) Unreasonable risk. (1) As stated in 
paragraph (a) of this section, according 
to NEISS, an estimated 2,900 ingestions 
of magnets from magnet sets were 
treated in emergency departments 
during the period from January 1, 2009 
to December 31, 2013, an average of 
about 580 ingestion incidents per year. 
From sources other than NEISS, CPSC 
has reports of 100 incidents of 
ingestions that involved or possibly 
involved magnets from magnet sets, 
including one fatality. 

(2) For the regulatory analysis, we 
considered the period of time, 2009 
through June 2012, before CPSC’s 
compliance activities affected the 
market. We identified 86 ingestions of 
high-powered and/or ball-shaped 
magnets, which occurred from 2009 
through June 2012 reported through 
NEISS. These incidents were 
determined to involve, or possibly 
involve, magnet sets. Based on these 86 
incidents, we have determined that an 
estimated 2,138 ingestions of magnets 
from magnet sets were treated in 
emergency departments from January 1, 
2009 to June 2012. About 11 percent of 
the victims of these ingestion incidents 
required hospitalization, as opposed to 
victims who were treated and released. 


The 2009 through June 2012 NEISS 
estimates suggest an estimated annual 
average of about 610 emergency 
department-treated injuries, including 
544 injuries that were treated and 
released and 66 injuries that required 
hospitalization. About 60 percent of 
these emergency department-treated 
ingestions involved children ages 4 
through 12 years. Additionally, based 
on estimates from the Commission’s 
injury cost model (ICM), there were 
another 319 injuries treated annually in 
locations other than hospital emergency 
departments (such as doctors’ offices, 
clinics, ambulatory surgery centers, or 
direct hospital admissions). 

(3) After including the injuries treated 
outside of hospital emergency 
departments, there was an annual 
average of about 929 medically attended 
injuries involving ingestions of magnets 
that were defined as at least ‘“‘possibly 
of interest” during the period from 2009 
through June 2012. Injuries resulting 
from such ingestions of magnets can be 
severe and life threatening. The risk 
posed by these magnets may not be 
appreciated by children or caregivers, 
who may assume, mistakenly, that the 
consequences of ingesting magnets 
would be similar to ingesting any other 
small object. However, once ingested, 
these strong magnets do not pass 
naturally. Rather, these magnets are 
mutually attracted to each other and 
exert compression forces on the trapped 
gastrointestinal tissue. 

(4) We estimate that these injuries 
resulted in annual societal costs of 
about $28.6 million (in 2012 dollars) 
during the 2009 through June 2012 time 
period. The average estimated societal 
costs per injury was about $27,000 for 
injuries treated in locations other than 
emergency departments (such as 
physicians’ offices, clinics, ambulatory 
surgery centers, or direct hospital 
admissions); about $21,000 for injuries 
that were treated and released from 
emergency departments; and about 
$130,000 for injuries that required 
admission to the hospital for treatment. 
Preventing these injuries would be the 
expected benefit resulting from the rule. 

5) The costs of the rule would consist 
of the lost producer surplus to firms that 
produce and sell magnet sets, plus the 
lost use value that consumers would 
experience when magnet sets that do 
not comply with the rule are no longer 
available. Sales of magnet sets averaged 
roughly 800,000 sets annually during 
the 2009 through mid-2012 time period, 
with an average retail price of about $25 
per set in 2012. Thus, total industry 
revenues averaged about $20 million 
annually (i.e., 800,000 sets x $25 per set) 
in 2012 dollars. The average import cost 





of the magnet sets to U.S. importers, a 
major variable cost, may have amounted 
to about $10 per set, or an average of 
about $8 million annually (i.e., 800,000 
sets x $10 import cost per set). We 
estimate other variable costs associated 
with the production, packaging, 
marketing, and distribution of the 
magnet sets would constitute a 
significant proportion of the remaining 
difference between revenues ($20 
million) and import costs ($8 million). 
If we assume that variable costs amount 
to about half of the difference, lost 
producer surplus would amount to 
about $6 million. 

(6) Thus, we estimate costs of the rule 
to be about $6 million in lost producer 
surplus and some unknown quantity of 
lost utility. Considering the injuries 
associated with magnet sets—and the 
resulting societal costs, balanced against 
the likely impact that the rule would 
have on firms producing and selling the 
product, and on consumers who would 
lose the utility of the product—we 
conclude that magnet sets pose an 
unreasonable risk of injury and that the 
rule is reasonably necessary to reduce 
that risk. 

(f) Public interest. The regulations in 
this part are in the public interest 
because they would reduce deaths and 
injuries associated with magnet sets in 
the future. A rule establishing 
requirements that would eliminate 
magnet sets of the type that have been 
involved in incidents will mean that 
children will have less access to this 
product, thereby reducing the number of 
incidents of children swallowing the 
magnets and the resulting cost to society 
of treating these injuries. 

(g) Voluntary standards. Currently, 
there is no voluntary standard for 
magnet sets, nor any activity to develop 
a voluntary standard for magnet sets. 

(h) Relationship of benefits to costs. 
(1) Based on reports to the CPSC, 
ingestions of small magnets contained 
in magnet sets have caused multiple, 
high-severity injuries that require 
surgery to remove the magnets and 
repair internal damage. Based on the 
information discussed in paragraph (e) 
of this section, we estimate that the 
benefits of this part might amount to 
about $28.6 million annually. 

(2) The costs of the rule, in terms of 
reduced profits for firms and lost utility 
by consumers, also are uncertain. 
However, based on annual sales 
estimates available for the 2009 through 
June, 2012, study period, these costs 
could amount to about $6 million in lost 
producer surplus and some unknown 
quantity of lost utility. 

(i) Least burdensome requirement. We 
have considered several alternatives to 
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this part. We conclude that none of 
these alternatives would adequately 
reduce the risk of injury. Alternative 
performance requirements might allow a 
different flux index for magnets 
contained in magnetic sets or require 
the addition of an aversive (bittering) 
agent to the magnets. Theoretically, 
these alternatives might allow 
continued production of some current 
products. However, it is unclear 
whether a different flux index would 
succeed in making products that have 
the desired physical qualities that make 
them sufficiently enjoyable to adults, 
and at the same time eliminate the 
characteristics that make these strong 
magnets hazardous to children. 
Furthermore, the effectiveness of 
aversive agents in reducing magnet 
ingestions is questionable. We have 
considered the possibility of requiring 
rigorous warnings on the products or in 


the instructions for the products. 
However, magnet sets currently and 
formerly on the market provide 
warnings concerning the potential 
hazard to children. Accordingly, it is 
unlikely that even strengthened 
warnings would substantially reduce 
the incidence of magnet ingestions. This 
is particularly true for incidents 
involving older children and 
adolescents. Moreover, children who are 
old enough to understand the warnings 
may still not abide by them. Some type 
of sales restriction, limiting the location 
where magnet sets could be sold, might 
be possible. However, even with 
restrictions on sales, ingestions are still 
likely to occur as children encounter 
these magnets in the home, at school, or 
other locations where adults have 
brought them and made them available 
to children. The Commission could 
continue to address the hazard from 


magnet sets through corrective actions, 
i.e., recalls of the product. However, 
these actions would not prevent 
additional companies from entering the 
market and importing magnet sets into 
the country in the future. The 
Commission also has the option of 
taking no regulatory action. Although it 
is possible that, with increased 
awareness of the hazard over time, some 
reduction in ingestions could occur, the 
magnitude of any such reduction in 
incidents is uncertain and would likely 
be smaller than those resulting from the 
requirements of this part. 


Dated: September 26, 2014. 


Todd A. Stevenson, 


Secretary, U.S. Consumer Product Safety 
Commission. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23341 Filed 10-2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6355-01-P 
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ACTION: Final rule. 





SUMMARY: We, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (Service), determine 
threatened status under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended, 
for the western distinct population 
segment (DPS) of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), a 
species located from the western 
portions of the United States, Canada, 
and Mexico. This final rule implements 
the Federal protections provided by the 
Act for this DPS. 

DATES: This rule is effective November 
3, 2014. 

ADDRESSES: This final rule is available 
on the Internet at hittp:// 
www.regulations.gov and at the 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office at 
http://www. fws.gov/sacramento/. 
Comments and materials received, as 
well as supporting documentation used 
in the preparation of this rule, will be 
available for public inspection, by 
appointment, during normal business 
hours at: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605, 
Sacramento, CA 95825; by telephone 
916-—414-— 6600; or by facsimile 916- 
414-6712. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jennifer Norris, Field Supervisor, 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
(see ADDRESSES). If you use a 
telecommunications device for the deaf 
(TDD), call the Federal Information 
Relay Service (FIRS) at 800— 877-8339. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 


Executive Summary 


Why we need to publish a rule. Under 
the Endangered Species Act, a species 
may warrant protection through listing 
if it is endangered or threatened 
throughout all or a significant portion of 
its range. Listing a species as an 
endangered or threatened species can 
only be completed by issuing a rule. On 


October 3, 2013, we published in the 
Federal Register a proposed rule (78 FR 
61621) to list the western DPS of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo (hereafter referred 
to as western yellow-billed cuckoo). 
This rule finalizes our determination for 
listing the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. 

The basis for our action. Under the 
Endangered Species Act, we can 
determine that a species is an 
endangered or threatened species based 
on any of five factors: (A) The present 
or threatened destruction, modification, 
or curtailment of its habitat or range; (B) 
overutilization for commercial, 
recreational, scientific, or educational 
purposes; (C) disease or predation; (D) 
the inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms; or (E) other natural or 
manmade factors affecting its continued 
existence. 

We have determined that the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo meets the 
definition of a threatened species and is 
likely to become endangered throughout 
its range within the foreseeable future, 
based on the immediacy, severity, and 
scope of the threats to its continued 
existence. These include habitat loss 
associated with manmade features that 
alter watercourse hydrology so that the 
natural processes that sustained riparian 
habitat in western North America are 
greatly diminished. Loss and 
degradation of habitat has also occurred 
as a result of livestock overgrazing and 
encroachment from agriculture. These 
losses are exacerbated by the conversion 
of native habitat to predominantly 
nonnative vegetation. Habitat loss 
results in the additional effects 
associated with small and widely 
separated habitat patches such as 
increased predation and reduced 
dispersal potential. This threat is 
particularly persistent where small 
habitat patches are in proximity to 
human-altered landscapes, especially 
agricultural fields, resulting in the 
potential for pesticides to poison 
individual western yellow-billed 
cuckoos and reduce their prey base. 

What the rule does. We are making a 
final listing determination regarding the 
western distinct population segment of 
the U.S. population of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo pursuant to the Endangered 
Species Act. This species occurs in the 
western United States, Canada, and 
Mexico. The western U.S. States include 
Washington, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 
California, Nevada, Wyoming, Utah, 
Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico, and 
Texas. This document adds the western 
DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo 
(Coccyzus americanus) as a threatened 
species to the List of Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife (50 CFR 17.11(h)). 


Peer review and public comment. We 
sought comments from independent 
specialists to ensure that our 
determination is based on scientifically 
sound data, assumptions, and analyses. 
We invited these peer reviewers to 
comment on our listing proposal. We 
also considered all other comments and 
information we received during the 
three open comment periods. We have 
considered and incorporated any 
pertinent information from all 
comments and information we received 
into this final rule. See the Summary of 
Comments and Recommendations 
section, below, for a summary of 
comments we received on the proposed 
listing. 


Previous Federal Actions 


On October 3, 2013, the proposed rule 
to list the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
as a threatened species under section 4 
of the Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) was 
published in the Federal Register (78 
FR 61621). This rule finalizes the 
Federal action for this species. For 
additional information on previous 
Federal actions for the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo, please see the 12-month 
petition finding (66 FR 38611; July 25, 
2001) and proposed listing rule (78 FR 
61621; October 3, 2013). 

We proposed critical habitat for the 
western DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo 
on August 15, 2014 (79 FR 48547). 


Background 


In this section of the final rule, it is 
our intent to discuss only those topics 
directly relevant to the listing of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo as a 
threatened species. Please refer to the 
proposed listing rule for the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo for detailed 
background and species information (78 
FR 61621; October 3, 2013). 


Species Information 


The yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus 
americanus) is a member of the avian 
family Cuculidae and is a Neotropical 
migrant bird that winters in South 
America and breeds in North America. 
Yellow-billed cuckoos spend the winter 
in South America, east of the Andes, 
primarily south of the Amazon Basin in 
southern Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, 
eastern Bolivia, and northern Argentina 
(Ehrlich et al. 1992, pp. 129-130; 
American Ornithologists’ Union (AOU) 
1998, p. 247; Johnson et al. 2008b, pp. 
18-29). The breeding range of the entire 
species formerly included most of North 
America from southeastern and western 
Canada (southern Ontario, Quebec, and 
southwestern British Columbia) south 
throughout the continental United 
States to the Greater Antilles and 
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northern Mexico (AOU 1957, pp. 269- 
270; AOU 1983, p. 284; AOU 1998, p. 
247). Currently, the species no longer 
breeds in western Canada and the 
northwestern continental United States 
(Washington, Oregon, and Montana). 

Adult yellow-billed cuckoos have a 
fairly stout and slightly down-curved 
bill; a slender, elongated body with a 
long-tailed look; and a narrow yellow 
ring of colored, bare skin around the 
eye. The plumage is loose and grayish- 
brown above and white below, with 
reddish primary flight feathers. The tail 
feathers are boldly patterned with black 
and white below. They are a medium- 
sized bird about 12 inches (in) (30 
centimeters (cm)) in length, and about 2 
ounces (oz) (60 grams (g)) in weight. The 
bill is blue-black with yellow on the 
basal half of the lower mandible. The 
legs are short and bluish-gray. All 
cuckoos have a zygodacty] foot with two 
toes pointing forwards and two toes 
pointing backwards. Juvenile yellow- 
billed cuckoos resemble adults, except 
the tail patterning is less distinct and 
the lower bill has little or no yellow. 
Males and females differ slightly and are 
indistinguishable in the field (Hughes 
1999, pp. 2-3). 

Typically a secretive and hard-to- 
detect bird, adult yellow-billed cuckoos 
have a distinctive “kowlp”’ call, which 
is a loud, nonmusical series of notes 
that slows down and slurs toward the 
end. Yellow-billed cuckoos advertise for 
a mate using a series of soft “cooing” 
notes, which they give at night as well 
as during daytime. Both members of a 
pair use a soft knocking call as a contact 
or warning call near the nest (Hughes 
1999, pp. 8-9). Please refer to the 
October 3, 2013, proposed listing rule 
(78 FR 61623-61642) for additional 
species information. 


Taxonomy 


Recent research on yellow-billed 
cuckoo genetics using mitochondrial 
DNA did not find any fixed genetic 
differences between eastern and western 
yellow-billed cuckoos (Farrell 2013, pp. 
165-170). The author concluded that 
the separation into distinct subspecies 
may be too recent to be expressed in a 
single mitochondrial gene and 
recommended future studies using next- 
generation sequencing techniques. 
Avian geneticist Janice Hughes, Ph.D., a 
peer reviewer of the proposed listing 


rule, concluded that close examination 
of the DNA studies conducted to date on 
cuckoos infers a deeper genetic 
divergence between western and eastern 
cuckoos that with further analysis 
would likely support division of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo into two 
subspecies. She indicated that genetic 
markers used in all three previously 
conducted genetics studies evolve too 
slowly to reveal genetic structure within 
the species. She recommended that 
future studies use microsatellite 
techniques because they would be more 
informative to a study of DNA at the 
subspecies level. The existing DNA 
studies, however, show that western 
yellow-billed cuckoos have developed 
unique genetic haplotypes not present 
in eastern cuckoos and that these are 
reflected in phenotypic (outwardly 
visible) divergence that has been 
observed between eastern and western 
yellow-billed cuckoos. Please refer to 
the October 3, 2013, proposed listing 
rule (78 FR 61624-61645) for a more 
detailed discussion of information on 
taxonomy for the species. 


Distinct Vertebrate Population Segment 
Analysis 

Under the Act, we must consider 
listing any species, subspecies, or, for 
vertebrates, any DPS of these taxa if 
there is sufficient information to 
indicate that such action may be 
warranted. To implement the measures 
prescribed by the Act and its 
Congressional guidance, we (along with 
the National Marine Fisheries Service) 
developed policy that addresses the 
recognition of DPSs for potential listing 
actions (61 FR 4722; February 7, 1996). 
The policy allows for more refined 
application of the Act that better reflects 
the biological needs of the taxon being 
considered, and avoids the inclusion of 
entities that do not require its protective 
measures. 

Before we can evaluate whether a 
given population segment is a DPS 
under the Act, we must first determine 
if any population segments exist for the 
vertebrate species. As discussed in the 
Taxonomy section of the proposed rule 
(78 FR 61621; October 3, 2013), much of 
the available scientific information 
supports the yellow-billed cuckoos that 
nest in western North America as a 
biologically separate population 
segment. 





To establish the range of the 
population segment under 
consideration, we used the area 
occupied by the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo (the subspecies) originally 
defined by Ridgway (1887, p. 273) and 
later refined by other researchers (AOU 
1957, pp. 269-270; Oberholser and 
Kincaid 1974, pp. 434-435; Hughes 
1999, Figure 1). After careful 
consideration of other possible 
population segment configurations, we 
determined that the Continental Divide 
(generally the crest of the Rocky 
Mountains based on watershed 
boundaries), the watershed divide 
between the Rio Grande and Pecos 
River, and the Chihuahuan Desert in 
Mexico was the best division between 
eastern and western populations. The 
area that we are considering occupied 
by the potential western DPS for the 
yellow-billed cuckoo is closely aligned 
with the traditionally defined range of 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
subspecies as partially described in the 
July 25, 2001, 12-month finding (66 FR 
38611). Our goal is to determine if this 
western population meets the criteria of 
a DPS and, if so, whether the range 
boundaries identified in the literature 
are appropriate for the boundary of the 
DPS. This DPS analysis is based solely 
on the range during the breeding season 
because the migration route and winter 
range of western yellow-billed cuckoos 
are poorly known, 


The geographical breeding range of 
the yellow-billed cuckoo in western 
North America includes suitable habitat 
within the low- to moderate-elevation 
areas west of the crest of the Rocky 
Mountains in Canada, Mexico, and the 
United States, including the upper and 
middle Rio Grande, the Colorado River 
Basin, the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
River systems, the Columbia River 
system, and the Fraser River. In Mexico, 
the range includes the Cape Region of 
Baja California Sur, and river systems in 
the Mexican States of Sonora, Sinaloa, 
western Chihuahua, and northwestern 
Durango. Eastern yellow-billed cuckoos 
(Coccyzus americanus americanus) 
breed east of the Rocky Mountains; 
north to North Dakota and southern 
Ontario, Canada; south to eastern 
Mexico; and on the islands of the 
Caribbean (AOU 1957, pp. 269-270) 
(Figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Historical Breeding Range of Western and Eastern Yellow-billed Cuckoos 
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Figure |. Historical Breeding Range of Eastern and Western Yellow-billed Cuckoos 
based on American Ornithological Union’s 1957 Checklist. 


Under our DPS policy, three elements 
are considered in a decision regarding 
the status of a possible DPS as 
endangered or threatened under the Act. 
The elements are: (1) Discreteness of the 
population segment in relation to the 
remainder of the species to which it 
belongs; (2) the significance of the 
population segment to the species to 
which it belongs; and (3) the population 
segment’s conservation status in relation 
to the Act’s standards for listing. In 
other words, if we determine that a 
population segment of a vertebrate 
species being considered for listing is 
both discrete and significant, we would 
conclude that it represents a DPS, and 
thus a “species” under section 3(16) of 
the Act, whereupon we would evaluate 
the level of threat to the DPS based on 
the five listing factors established under 
section 4(a)(1) of the Act to determine 
whether listing the DPS as an 
“endangered species” or a “‘threatened 
species”’ is warranted. 


Below, we evaluate under our DPS 
policy whether the population segment 
of yellow-billed cuckoos that occurs in 
the western United States, northwestern 
Mexico, and southwestern Canada 
qualifies as a DPS under the Act. 


Discreteness 


Under our DPS Policy, a population 
segment of a vertebrate species may be 
considered discrete if it satisfies either 
of the following two conditions: (1) It is 
markedly separated from other 
populations of the same taxon as a 
consequence of physical, physiological, 
ecological, or behavioral factors 
(quantitative measures of genetic or 
morphological discontinuity may 
provide evidence of this separation); or 
(2) it is delimited by international 
governmental boundaries within which 
significant differences in control of 
exploitation, management of habitat, 
conservation status, or regulatory 
mechanisms exist that are significant in 
light of section 4(a)(1)(D) of the Act. 


The analysis of the population 
segment of the yellow-billed cuckoo in 
western North America is based on the 
first of those two conditions, the marked 
separation from other populations. From 
southwest British Columbia along the 
Canadian border to the southern end of 
the Sangre de Cristo Mountains in 
northern New Mexico, nesting yellow- 
billed cuckoos in western North 
America are separated from nesting 
yellow-billed cuckoos in eastern North 


America by the high-elevation zone of 
the Rocky Mountains. Yellow-billed 
cuckoos breed both east and west of the 
crest of the Rocky Mountains, where 
suitable habitat occurs (Johnsgard 1986, 
p. 201). We generally define the crest of 
the Rocky Mountains and Continental 
Divide as the high-elevation zone 
between the drainages flowing west and 
east in the United States, Canada, and 
Mexico, although some areas such as 
near the Sangre de Cristo Range in 
southern Colorado and northern New 
Mexico is east of the east-flowing Rio 
Grande River. The division between the 
western and eastern population 
segments spans a distance of about 
2,200 miles (mi) (3,540 kilometers (km)) 
from southwest British Columbia near 
the Canadian border along the crest of 
the Rocky Mountains based on 
watershed boundaries, south along the 
Rio Grande-Pecos Rivers watershed 
divide to the United States-Mexico 
border in the Big Bend area of Texas, 
then into Mexico along the eastern and 
southern boundaries of the State of 
Chihuahua south to the southern border 
of the State of Durango and to the 
Pacific Ocean along the southern border 
of the State of Sinaloa. The distance of 
separation between breeding yellow- 
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billed cuckoos in the east and west 
varies along this division from 160 mi 
(257 km) to more than 400 mi (644 km), 
and consists entirely of areas of 
unoccupied, unsuitable habitat for 
breeding yellow-billed cuckoos. The one 
exception to this distance of separation 
is along the Rio Grande in Brewster 
County, in southwestern Texas, where 
eastern yellow-billed cuckoos breed as 
far west as Rio Grande Village and 
western yellow-billed cuckoos are found 
upstream along the river approximately 
50 mi (80 km) to the west. 

Yellow-billed cuckoos historically 
bred at the southern tip of Vancouver 
Island and in the Fraser River valley 
north to Kamloops in southwestern 
British Columbia, Canada (Bent 1940, p. 
64; Campbell et al. 1990, p. 481). The 
species was apparently never common, 
with 23 records (18 specimen and 5 
sight records) between 1881 and 1927. 
Two of these observations were of pairs 
believed to be nesting but not 
confirmed. Since the 1920s, the species 
has been recorded five times in British 
Columbia, with four of those records 
occurring since 1990 from the eastern 
half of the Province in areas not 
considered breeding habitat (Campbell 
et al. 1990, p. 481; Siddle 1992, p. 1169; 
Cornell Lab of Ornithology 2012). 
Today, the species is considered 
extirpated as a breeder from the 
Province, but adult, nonbreeding 
individuals still occur irregularly 
(British Columbia Conservation Data 
Centre 2013). 

In the northern Rocky Mountains and 
northern Great Plains—from the Canada 
border south through Colorado—the 
yellow-billed cuckoo is “extremely rare 
and local” as a breeding bird both east 
and west of the Rocky Mountains 
(Hughes 1999, p. 3). While the species 
breeds locally in river valleys in 
southern Idaho, southwestern Wyoming, 
western Colorado, and in Utah (Hughes 
1999, pp. 1-3), it is quite rare or absent 
within the higher Rocky Mountains 
VJohnsgard 1986, p. 201). An 
examination of the distributional 
records for the Rocky Mountain region 
indicates that the area has had few 
records of yellow-billed cuckoos and the 
species is even scarcer at elevations 
above approximately 6,000 feet (ft) 
(1,850 meters (m)), and almost never 
breeds above 7,000 ft (2,154 m) (Bailey 
1928, pp. 307-309; Phillips et al. 1964, 
p. 45; Bailey and Niedrach 1965, pp. 
404-406; Johnsgard 1986, p. 201; 
Corman and Magill 2000, pp. 10, 15; 
Howe and Hanberg 2000, p. 1-20). 
Exceptions to the elevational limit do 
occur and recent records of yellow- 
billed cuckoos have been confirmed 
above 6,000 ft (1,850 m) in the areas of 


Lower Green River Basin from the 
Seedskadee National Wildlife Refuge 
(NWR) to the Flaming Gorge Reservoir 
and west to the Bear River Drainage in 
Wyoming; along the Yampa River near 
Craig in northwest Colorado, and the 
Rio Grande River near Del Norte, and 
San Luis Valley of south-central 
Colorado; and the Henry’s Fork River in 
Utah and Wyoming. Nevertheless, most 
of the crest of the Rocky Mountains 
includes a wide region of higher 
elevation where habitat for the species 
does not occur. In Colorado and 
Wyoming, the region above 6,000 ft 
(1,850 m) is typically more than 150 mi 
(240 km) wide on an east-west axis 
(Oxford 1995, p. 82). 

The separation of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo population segment from 
yellow-billed cuckoos in the eastern 
population segment continues south 
along the crest of the Rockies into 
southern Colorado and northern New 
Mexico, then the Rocky Mountains end 
and the separation is along the 
watershed boundary between the Rio 
Grande and the Pecos Rivers in central 
New Mexico (Sangre de Cristo 
Mountains), and southwest Texas, 
terminating at the Rio Grande in the Big 
Bend National Park. In this region, the 
eastern and western yellow-billed 
cuckoo populations are separated by 
arid basins and isolated mountain 
ranges that emerge from a high desert 
plateau. These mountain ranges from 
north to south include the Sangre de 
Cristo Mountains and Sacramento 
Mountains in central and southern New 
Mexico, the Guadalupe Mountains and 
Delaware Mountains on the Texas-New 
Mexico border, and the Davis 
Mountains, Del Norte Mountains, and 
Santiago Mountains in western Texas 
south to the Chisos Mountains in the 
Big Bend National Park on the border 
with Mexico. 

In southern New Mexico and western 
Texas where western yellow-billed 
cuckoos nest along the Rio Grande and 
eastern yellow-billed cuckoos nest along 
the Pecos River, the geographical 
separation is as little as 160 mi (257 km) 
and even closer along the Rio Grande 
(50 mi; 80 km). The closer proximity of 
western and eastern yellow-billed 
cuckoos in this region may be caused in 
part by the lower height of the mountain 
range being a less effective barrier 
(Hubbard 1978, p. 32; Howe 1986, p. 2). 
Historically, this gap was wider, 
because the banks of the Pecos River did 
not have riparian woodland and the area 
was not used by the species. Today, the 
riverine habitat along the Pecos River 
consists primarily of introduced 
tamarisk (Tamarix spp.), and it is 
thought that yellow-billed cuckoos from 


eastern North America have colonized 
the Pecos River system. Much of the 
area between the Pecos River and the 
Rio Grande in New Mexico and Texas 
consists of internal ephemeral drainages 
that are not connected to any major river 
systems and have no riparian habitat. 
Considering these factors along with the 
information on physical factors, we 
have included Texas west of the Rio 
Grande-Pecos River watershed boundary 
within the range of the western 
population. This physical division 
coincides with behavioral differences 
between eastern and western yellow- 
billed cuckoos, as discussed below. 

South of the United States-Mexico 
border, yellow-billed cuckoos are 
separated by extensive areas of desert 
that lack suitable nesting and foraging 
habitat. In Mexico, the Chihuahuan 
Desert widens to 350 mi (563 km), and 
includes nearly all of the States of 
Chihuahua and Coahuila. There are very 
few records of yellow-billed cuckoos for 
this region, and we are not aware of any 
nesting records for either State. Suitable 
breeding habitat or connective riparian 
corridors are also lacking. Published 
range maps for the species do not 
include the eastern three-quarters of 
Chihuahua or the western three-quarters 
of Coahuila as part of the species’ 
breeding range (Howell and Webb 1995, 
p. 347; Hughes 1999, p. 1). There are 
only 12 records of yellow-billed cuckoos 
from Chihuahua: 11 specimens from the 
1940s to 1960, and a sight observation 
in 2003. There are only nine records of 
the species from Coahuila: six specimen 
and three sight records (1958, 1988, and 
2011). Three of the specimens from 
Coahuila were identified as eastern 
yellow-billed cuckoos on their museum 
records, and the others were not 
identified to subspecies. Seven 
specimens from Chihuahua were 
identified to subspecies and six of these 
were considered the western subspecies. 
It is likely that many, if not most, of the 
records from this region are of migrating 
yellow-billed cuckoos, as 16 are from 
May to mid-June or from late 
September, and only 5 are from late 
June or July, the primary breeding 
season. 

From this information we concluded 
that the Chihuahua-Coahuila border was 
the most biologically supportable 
boundary for the population segment. 
The boundary then follows the southern 
border of Chihuahua west to the 
Continental Divide, then south along the 
divide through the State of Durango and 
west along the southern border of 
Durango and Sinaloa. There are no 
breeding season records for yellow- 
billed cuckoos from the State of Nayarit 
or Jalisco or farther south along the 
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Pacific coast of Mexico. The species has 
occurred sporadically in the State of 
Zacatecas, but the records are from east 
of the Continental Divide. 

Eastern and western yellow-billed 
cuckoos are highly migratory, and the 
two populations may spend winters in 
overlapping regions in South America. 
However, we do not have information to 
indicate that there is anything more 
than an extremely low level of 
interchange (if any at all) between the 
two populations during the breeding 
season. This conclusion is supported by 
differences in habitat use and 
morphology, which are genetically 
controlled traits, as discussed in the 
following sections. 

Although the Rocky Mountains and 
the Chihuahuan Desert may not wholly 
prevent movement of yellow-billed 
cuckoos between the east and west, 
especially in a migratory species that 
winters far to the south, and moves 
thousands of miles between its 
wintering and breeding grounds, the 
available information indicates that this 
mountain range and desert substantially 
separates yellow-billed cuckoo 
populations during the breeding season, 
thereby effectively separating them into 
discrete populations. The separation 
between yellow-billed cuckoo 
population segments in the east and 
west is a physical one that is maintained 
by their behavioral differences, which 
we discuss below. 


Behavioral Discreteness 


Data collected from publications and 
other sources demonstrate the existence 
of behavioral differences between 
yellow-billed cuckoos in the east and 
west. 

Yellow-billed cuckoo populations in 
the east and west differ in the timing of 
arrival on the breeding grounds in the 
spring. Yellow-billed cuckoos in 
western North America arrive on the 
breeding grounds 4 to 8 weeks later than 
eastern yellow-billed cuckoos at similar 
latitude (Franzreb and Laymon 1993, 
pp. 24-25; Hughes 1999, pp. 5-6, 12-13; 
Laymon 2000, in. litt., pp. 15-16). 
Timing of spring migration and arrival 
on the breeding grounds has been 
determined to be the result of an 
evolved response under genetic control, 
and is likely caused by east-west 
climatic, habitat, and food availability 
differences (Cresswell et a/. 2011, pp. 
13-15; Pulido et al. 2001). The 
watershed boundary between the Rio 
Grande and the Pecos Rivers also 
appears to separate yellow-billed 
cuckoos that arrive in spring migration 
earlier on the Pecos River and those that 
arrive later on the Rio Grande in 





addition to separating morphological 
differences. 

Information, including timing of 
migration, indicates that yellow-billed 
cuckoos from Texas west of the Pecos 
River (from the Rio Grande upstream of 
Big Bend) and from northwestern 
Mexico (Chihuahua, Sonora, Sinaloa, 
Durango, Baja California Sur) exhibit 
greater similarity to yellow-billed 
cuckoos in western North America, and 
those on the Pecos River in Texas and 
eastern Mexico (Coahuila, Nuevo Leon, 
Tamaulipas, San Luis Potosi) are more 
similar to yellow-billed cuckoos in the 
east (Wauer 1971, p. 96; Oberholser and 
Kincaid 1974, pp. 434-435; Franzreb 
and Laymon 1993, pp. 17-28; Hughes 
2000, in litt. pp. 1-2, 26; Sproul 2000, 
in litt., pp. 1-5). Based on the best 
available science, the watershed 
boundary between the Rio Grande and 
Pecos Rivers is the optimum dividing 
line between eastern and western 
yellow-billed cuckoo in this area. 

Based on migration timing, yellow- 
billed cuckoos split into two 
populations. This split occurs along the 
line that corresponds with the 
traditional subspecies boundary (see 
Figure 1, above). 


Discreteness Conclusion 


The available information indicates 
that the yellow-billed cuckoo 
population segment that occurs west of 
the Continental Divide (as defined 
above) in the United States, in 
southwestern Canada, and in 
northwestern Mexico is markedly 
separated from the eastern population 
segment of yellow-billed cuckoo, 
including those that nest in eastern 
North America, eastern Mexico, certain 
Caribbean Islands, and the Yucatan 
Peninsula. The distribution of the 
western populations is markedly 
separated physically (geographically) 
during the breeding season from the 
distribution of other yellow-billed 
cuckoo populations by high mountains, 
extensive desert, or nonhabitat areas 
with the shortest geographical 
separation occurring across 160 mi (257 
km) of desert between the Pecos River 
and Rio Grande in southern New 
Mexico and western Texas with the 
exception of nesting of western yellow- 
billed cuckoos near Big Bend National 
Park in Texas. Evidence that this 
geographical separation between 
populations has been consistent through 
time may be found in the differences in 
the two populations’ biology and 
morphology. Even in this area of closest 
proximity, information on genetically 
controlled behavior available in the 
scientific literature provides evidence of 
a biological separation between the 


western populations and eastern 
populations. 

Under our DPS policy, the standard 
for discreteness does not require 
absolute separation because this can 
rarely be demonstrated for any 
population of organism. For the yellow- 
billed cuckoo populations in western 
North America, we have met this 
standard, and, therefore, we consider 
the western population segment of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo from southern 
British Columbia, Canada south along 
the Continental Divide (including the 
Rio Grande basin) in the United States 
into Mexico, and ending at the coast in 
the State of Sinaloa, Mexico, to be 
discrete per our DPS policy. We 
conclude that the western population 
segment of the yellow-billed cuckoo is 
discrete from the remainder of the 
species because the yellow-billed 
cuckoo population segment that nests 
west of the Continental Divide (as 
defined above) and in northwestern 
Mexico is markedly separated 
geographically and behaviorally from all 
other populations of yellow-billed 
cuckoo, including those that nest in 
eastern North America. 

Significance 

Under our DPS policy, once we have 
determined that a population segment is 
discrete, we consider its biological and 
ecological significance to the larger 
taxon to which it belongs. Our DPS 
policy provides several potential 
considerations that may demonstrate the 
significance of a population segment to 
the remainder of its taxon, including: (1) 
Evidence of the persistence of the 
discrete population segment in an 
ecological setting unusual or unique for 
the taxon, (2) evidence that loss of the 
discrete population segment would 
result in a significant gap in the range 
of the taxon, (3) evidence that the 
population segment represents the only 
surviving natural occurrence of a taxon 
that may be more abundant elsewhere as 
an introduced population outside its 
historic range, or (4) evidence that the 
discrete population segment differs 
markedly from the remainder of the 
species in its genetic characteristics. 

We have found substantial evidence 
that two of these four significance 
criteria (numbers 2 and 4) are met by the 
discrete population segment of yellow- 
billed cuckoos that occurs west of the 
Continental Divide (as defined above). 
We address these significance factors 
below as they relate to the population 
segment of western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. We focus on whether the loss of 
this population segment would result in 
a significant gap in the range of the 
taxon and evidence that the discrete 
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population segment differs from other 
population segments in its genetic 
characteristics in demonstrating 
significance of the DPS. 


Evidence That Loss of the Discrete 
Population Segment Would Result in a 
Significant Gap in the Range of the 
Taxon 


Loss of the discrete population 
segment would result in a significant 
gap in the range of the taxon because an 
extensive area would be without yellow- 
billed cuckoos if the western population 
segment were lost. Seven entire States 
and substantial portions of five 
additional States in the United States, 
and six States in Mexico, that are 
currently occupied would have no 
breeding populations of the species. 
Bird migration experts divide the North 
American continent into four migratory 
flyways: The Atlantic, Mississippi, 
Central, and Pacific. The range of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo west of the Rocky 
Mountains covers the entire Pacific 
flyway and half of the Central flyway. 
Additionally, the range of the yellow- 
billed cuckoo west of the Rocky 
Mountains covers 1,350,000 square (sq) 
mi (3,496,500 sq km), or approximately 
40 percent of the lower 48 States. Even 
though the actual area occupied by the 
species in western North America is less 
than the total area identified above, the 
potential loss of the western population 
of the yellow-billed cuckoo would 
constitute a significant gap in the range 
of the species in North America. 


Evidence That the Discrete Population 
Segment Differs Markedly From Other 
Populations of the Species in Its Genetic 
Characteristics 


Data collected from publications and 
other sources demonstrate the existence 
of morphological and physiological 
differences between yellow-billed 
cuckoos in the east and west. 
Morphologically, the yellow-billed 
cuckoos in western North America are 
generally larger, with significantly 
longer wings, longer tails, and longer 
and deeper bills (Franzreb and Laymon 
1993, p. 25). Banks, in a review of the 
species taxonomic status (1988, pp. 
473-477), grouped yellow-billed cuckoo 
specimens into 19 regional groups, 7 in 
the western United States and western 
Mexico, 10 in the eastern United States 
and eastern Mexico, 1 in New Mexico, 
and 1 in the Caribbean. He found 
yellow-billed cuckoos in the east to be 
uniform in measurement throughout 
their range and yellow-billed cuckoos in 
the west to be uniform in measurements 
throughout their range (Banks 1988, p. 
475). Banks stated that the change from 
smaller to larger yellow-billed cuckoos 


appeared to take place in extreme 
western New Mexico or extreme eastern 
Arizona (Banks 1988, p. 476). A 
subsequent analysis, based on available 
specimens from New Mexico and 
western Texas, showed the watershed 
boundary between the Pecos River and 
the Rio Grande as the apparent 
boundary between the smaller eastern 
and larger western birds, with a majority 
of yellow-billed cuckoos on the Rio 
Grande above Big Bend being larger 
western birds (63 percent, n=19) and the 
majority of yellow-billed cuckoos on the 
Pecos River being smaller eastern birds 
(82 percent, n=11) (Franzreb and 
Laymon 1993, p. 25). This is the only 
area where the ranges of the western 
and eastern population segments are in 
close proximity; elsewhere the two 
populations are separated by wide 
expanses of unsuitable, unoccupied 
habitat (see Figure 1, above). 

One peer reviewer measured 35 
cuckoos from the Rio Grande and 25 
cuckoos from the Pecos River in the 
field. With the exception of wing and 
tail measurements, accurate 
measurements are hard, if not 
impossible, to obtain from live birds 
under field conditions. Male and female 
cuckoos averaged longer wings and tails 
on Rio Grande than on the Pecos River, 
with the difference being more 
pronounced on male than on female 
cuckoos. Sample sizes were insufficient 
to do t-tests to compare the means for 
the wing and tail data. The bill 
measurements that the reviewer took in 
the field were not reliable and therefore 
could not be compared, and as a result 
the comparison using the Discriminant 
Function equations developed by 
Franzreb and Laymon (1993, pp. 17—28) 
could not be used reliably on the data. 

Other physical and morphological 
differences exist between yellow-billed 
cuckoos in the east and west, and 
provide additional evidence of 
ecological significance. These include: 

e Yellow-billed cuckoos in western 
North America produce larger eggs (1.2 
percent longer, 0.6 percent wider, and 
3.2 percent heavier) with thicker 
eggshells (7.1 percent thicker) (Hughes 
1999, p. 14), which is an evolved trait 
that would help yellow-billed cuckoos 
in the west to cope with potential higher 
egg water loss in the hotter, drier 
conditions of western North America 
(Hamilton and Hamilton 1965, pp. 426- 
430; Ar et al. 1974, pp. 153-158; Rahn 
and Ar 1974, pp. 147-152). 

e Juvenile yellow-billed cuckoos in 
the east have yellow bills (Oberholser 
and Kincaid 1974, pp. 434-435), while 
juvenile yellow-billed cuckoos in the 
west have all-black bills (Franzreb and 
Laymon 1993, p. 26). 


e Adult yellow-billed cuckoos in the 
west have a lower mandible that is 
orange-yellow, while yellow-billed 
cuckoos in the east have lower 
mandibles that are bright yellow 
(Franzreb and Laymon 1993, p. 26; 
Laymon 2000, in Jitt., p. 14). 

e As noted previously, adult yellow- 
billed cuckoos in the west are larger and 
heavier, on average, than adult yellow- 
billed cuckoos in the east. More than 80 
percent of individuals can be assigned 
to east or west based on morphological 
measurements (see also Oberholser and 
Kincaid 1974, pp. 434-435; Banks 1988, 
pp. 473-477; 1990, p. 538; Franzreb and 
Laymon 1993, pp. 17-28). The size 
differences between eastern and western 
cuckoos are discussed in detail in the 
Taxonomy section of the proposed rule 
(78 FR 61624-61625; October 3, 2013). 

Information, including morphology, 
indicates that yellow-billed cuckoos 
from Texas west of the Pecos River 
(from the Rio Grande upstream of Big 
Bend) and from northwestern Mexico 
(Chihuahua, Sonora, Sinaloa, Durango, 
Baja California Sur) exhibit greater 
similarity to yellow-billed cuckoos in 
western North America, and those on 
the Pecos River in Texas and eastern 
Mexico (Coahuila, Nuevo Leon, 
Tamaulipas, San Luis Potosi) are more 
similar to yellow-billed cuckoos in the 
east (Wauer 1971, p. 96; Oberholser and 
Kincaid 1974, pp. 434-435; Franzreb 
and Laymon 1993, pp. 17-28; Hughes 
2000, in litt. pp. 1-2, 26; Sproul 2000, 
in litt., pp. 1-5). Based on the best 
available science, the watershed 
boundary between the Rio Grande and 
Pecos Rivers is the optimum dividing 
line between eastern and western 
yellow-billed cuckoo in this area. 

Based on morphological 
measurements, bill color of young and 
adults, egg size and weight, and 
migration timing, yellow-billed cuckoos 
split into two populations. This split 
occurs along the line that corresponds 
with the traditional subspecies 
boundary (see Figure 1, above). 
Phenotypically or outwardly expressed 
traits present substantial evidence that 
the western population segment of 
yellow-billed cuckoo differs markedly 
from other populations of the species. 

However, the strongest evidence of 
differences between yellow-billed 
cuckoos in the western population 
segment and those of the east in genetic 
characteristics is the difference in 
timing of migrations. This difference 
can only have developed as an evolved 
trait in response to environmental 
factors over a long period of time, and 
thus is genetically linked (Cresswell et 
al. 2011, pp. 13-15; Pulido et al. 2001). 
As previously discussed, the difference 
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in size of yellow-billed cuckoos between 
east and west, as well as differences in 
size, weight, and shell thickness of eggs, 
are also evolved genetically linked 
traits. As discussed in the October 3, 
2013, proposed rule, researchers have 
developed methods using these 
phenotypic (outwardly expressed) traits 
that correctly predicted separation for 
nearly 90 percent of yellow-billed 
cuckoos that were eastern, and up to 
approximately 86 percent that were 
western (Franzreb and Laymon 1993, 
pp. 17-28). Thus, based on the 
phenotypic traits, there is indirect 
evidence that the discrete population 
segment differs markedly from other 
populations of the species in its genetic 
characteristics. 


Significance Conclusion 


The best available information 
indicates that the discrete yellow-billed 
cuckoo population segment that nests 
west of the Continental Divide (as 
defined above) and in northwestern 
Mexico is important to the taxon to 
which it belongs because: (1) Loss of the 
population segment would leave a 
significant gap in the species’ range 


(more than one third of the species’ 
range would be vacant); and (2) it differs 
markedly from other yellow-billed 
cuckoo populations in morphology (e.g., 
western yellow-billed cuckoos are 
larger) Therefore, we conclude that the 
western population segment of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo is significant per 
our DPS Policy. 


DPS Conclusion 


Based on the best scientific and 
commercial data available on 
distribution as well as behavioral and 
morphological characteristics of the 
species, we have determined that the 
western population segment of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo is both discrete 
and significant per our DPS policy. 
Therefore, we conclude that the western 
distinct population segment of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo is a DPS, and thus 
a ‘‘species” under section 3(16) of the 
Act. Our determination of biological and 
ecological significance is appropriate 
because the population segment has a 
geographical distribution that is 
biologically meaningful. 

The term ‘‘distinct population 
segment” is not commonly used in 


scientific discourse. As such, and in 
contrast to taxonomically defined 
species and subspecies, there is no 
established name for the western 
distinct population segment of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo in the available 
literature; we will refer to this “‘species”’ 
(DPS) as the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. The range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo in Canada 
includes the area of Vancouver Island 
and along the Fraser River system 
upstream to Kamloops to the Rocky 
Mountains west of the Continental 
Divide. In the United States the DPS 
includes the area west of the 
Continental Divide, south through 
Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, and 
along the watershed divide between the 
upper and middle Rio Grande and Pecos 
Rivers in New Mexico and Texas, south 
to Big Bend in southwestern Texas, and 
extending to the States of the west coast. 
In Mexico, the DPS is the area west of 
the eastern and southern border of the 
State of Chihuahua, west of the 
Continental Divide in the State of 
Durango, and the southern border of the 
State of Sinaloa (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Boundary of the Western Distinct Population Segment of the Yellow-billed Cuckoo 
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Summary of Comments and 
Recommendations 


In the proposed rule published on 
October 3, 2013 (78 FR 61621), we 
requested that all interested parties 
submit written comments on the 
proposal by December 2, 2013. The 
comment period was reopened on 
December 26, 2013, and remained open 
until February 24, 2014 (78 FR 78321). 
The comment period was reopened 
again on April 10, 2014, and remained 


open until April 25, 2014 (79 FR 19860). 


We also contacted appropriate Federal 
and State agencies, scientific experts 
and organizations, and other interested 
parties and invited them to comment on 
the proposal. Newspaper notices 
inviting general public comment were 
published in the Idaho State Journal 
(Pocatello, ID), Post Register (Idaho 
Falls, ID), Idaho Mountain Express (Sun 
Valley, ID), Idaho Statesman (Boise, ID), 
Coeur d’Alene Press (Coeur d’Alene, 
ID), Las Vegas Sun (Las Vegas, NV), Las 
Vegas Review-Journal (Las Vegas, NV), 
Reno Gazette-Journal (Reno, NV), The 
Oregonian (Portland, OR), Yakama 
Herald, (Yakima, WA), Wenatchee 
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Figure 2. Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo distinct population segment boundary. 


World (Wenatchee, WA), The Olympian 
(Olympia, WA), The Spokesman Review 
(Spokane, CA), Bellingham Herald 
(Bellingham, WA), Salt Lake Tribune 
(Salt Lake City, UT), Helena 
Independent Record (Helena, MT), The 
Missoulian (Missoula, MT), Valley 
Courier (Alamosa, CO), Craig Daily 
Press (Craig, CO), (The Daily Sentinel 
(Grand Junction, CO), El Paso Times (El 
Paso, TX), Albuquerque Journal 
(Albuquerque, NM), The Arizona 
Republic (Phoenix, AZ), The Californian 
(Bakersfield, CA), and Press-Enterprise 
(Riverside, CA). We did not receive any 
requests for a public hearing. 


During the comment periods for the 
proposed rule, we received 34,459 
comment letters directly addressing the 
proposed listing of the western DPS of 
the yellow-billed cuckoo as a threatened 
species. The vast majority of these 
comment letters voiced their support or 
opposition to the action, but did not 
provide significant supporting 
information on the proposed listing. A 
total of 34,380 letters were in support of 
the listing, while 54 letters were in 
opposition to listing, with 25 






commenters providing additional 
information, but took no position on the 
listing of the species. Approximately 
141 of these comment letters provide 
additional information or comments. All 
substantive information provided 
during comment periods has either been 
incorporated directly into this final 
determination or is addressed below. 


Peer Review 


In accordance with our peer review 
policy published on July 1, 1994 (59 FR 
34270), we solicited expert opinion 
from five knowledgeable individuals 
with scientific expertise that included 
familiarity with the yellow-billed 
cuckoo and its habitat, biological needs, 
and threats. We received responses from 
all five of the peer reviewers. 


We reviewed all comments we 
received from the peer reviewers for 
substantive issues and new information 
regarding the listing of the western DPS 
of the yellow-billed cuckoo. The peer 
reviewers generally concurred with our 
methods and conclusions, and provided 
additional information, clarifications, 
and suggestions to improve the final 


60000 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/Rules and Regulations 











rule. Peer reviewer comments are 
addressed in the following summary 
and incorporated into the final rule as 
appropriate. 


Peer Reviewer Comments 


(1) Comment: One reviewer discussed 
the heritability of migration timing, 
indicating that the difference in 
migration timing between eastern and 
western cuckoos is reflective of genetic 
differences and added a supportive 
reference (Pulido et al. 2001). 

Our Response: In the proposed and 
this final rule, we outlined our 
reasoning for determining that the 
western populations of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo constitute a valid DPS (see 
Distinct Vertebrate Population Segment 
Analysis, above). In our determination, 
we relied on behavioral and 
morphological and other characteristics 
of the species to support separation and 
distinctness from yellow-billed cuckoos 
in the east. Although genetics most 
likely play a role in behavioral and 
morphological aspects of a species, in 
our determination we did not rely on 
specific genetic information or 
separation to come to our conclusion. 
The views of the peer reviewer and the 
information they provided (Pulido et al. 
2001, pp. 149-158) further support our 
conclusions reached in determining a 
valid DPS for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. We revised this final rule to 
include the information provided. 

(2) Comment: One reviewer stated 
that a close examination of the DNA 
studies conducted on cuckoos to date 
would infer a deeper genetic divergence 
between western and eastern cuckoos 
than presented in the proposed rule and 
that further analysis would likely 
support division of species into two 
subspecies. The reviewer also provided 
a critique of the techniques used in the 
studies to date, noting that markers used 
in all three genetics studies evolve too 
slowly to reveal genetic structure within 
the species, and that the choice of 
outgroup for study comparison was 
flawed in one study. 

Our Response: See response to 
Comment 1 above for a discussion of 
how we used genetic information in our 
DPS determination. Although we agree 
that further studies and information on 
the genetics for the yellow-billed would 
assist in further validating our 
determination of separation between 
eastern and western yellow-billed 
cuckoo populations, we must rely on 
the best scientific or commercial data 
available to make our listing 
determinations. We appreciate the 
information provided and have made 
some revisions to the DPS analysis to 


incorporate citations provided by the 
peer reviewer, as needed. 

(3) Comment: Two reviewers 
indicated that recent research has 
shown that vocalizations cannot be 
reliably used to determine the sex of 
cuckoos in the field. Two public 
commenters also raised this concern. 

Our Response: We concur and have 
revised the text to clarify information on 
vocalizations for the western yellow- 


billed cuckoo. 
(4) Comment: One reviewer indicated 


that the habitat section could be 
strengthened by presenting habitat 
models that have been developed. This 
reviewer suggested that the presentation 
of tamarisk as a habitat component 
could be improved by using information 
from several references from research on 
the Colorado River (see Johnson et al. 
2008a, Johnson et al. 2012, McNeil et al. 
2012). Within-patch vegetation 
measurements show that sites occupied 
by western yellow-billed cuckoos do not 
include dense tamarisk patches. 

Our Response: Based on observations 
of western yellow-billed cuckoos, we 
have identified riparian trees including 
willow (Salix sp.), Fremont 
cottonwoods (Populus fremontii), alder 
(Alnus sp.), walnut (Juglans sp.), 
sycamore (Platanus sp.), boxelder (Acer 
sp.), ash (Fraxinus sp.), mesquite 
(Prosopis sp.), and tamarisk (Tamarix 
sp.) as habitat that provides cover, 
shelter, foraging, and dispersing habitat 
for the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Tamarisk is considered a nonnative, 
invasive species across the West. 
Although the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo uses tamarisk as a component of 
its habitat, it is usually in areas where 
the habitat has been degraded. We 
appreciate the peer reviewer's 
information on habitat modeling and 
will review this information in 
development of any final critical habitat 
determination for the species. We have 
reviewed the information provided by 
the reviewer and have revised our 
discussion of habitat selection and 
tamarisk use and compatibility for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo in this 
final rule (see “‘Use of Tamarisk by 
Western Yellow-billed Cuckoos and the 
Spread of the Introduced Tamarisk Leaf 
Beetle into the Southwest,” below). 

(5) Comment: One reviewer suggested 
that estimates of breeding populations 
of western yellow-billed cuckoos may 
be overestimates and the numbers may 
be even lower than indicated in the 
proposed rule. 

Our Response: We are aware of the 
difficulties in obtaining accurate counts 
of western yellow-billed cuckoos. 
Survey methods for western yellow- 
billed cuckoos have evolved over time 


since the first play-back surveys were 
conducted in California in the 1970s. 
Some changes in survey method include 
changes in the distance between calling 
stations (100 vs. 200 meters), changes in 
the number of calls played at calling 
stations (5 vs. 10 calls), number of 
surveys carried out during the breeding 
season (2 to 5 surveys), and the timing 
of the surveys (1 June to 15 August vs. 
15 June to 1 August). Despite these 
changes, general response rates have 
remained constant. On average, an 
individual western yellow-billed cuckoo 
will respond to playback call 50 percent 
of the time, and one member of a pair 
will respond 75 percent of the time. 
With a second visit, the probability of 
an individual responding has risen to 75 
percent, and the probability of one 
member of a pair responding has risen 
to 94 percent. With three visits, the 
probability of an individual responding 
is 94 percent, and the probability of one 
member of a pair responding is 99.6 
percent. 

Obtaining accurate survey results are 
made more difficult because: (1) 
Western yellow-billed cuckoos often 
have helper males at the nest; (2) they 
are only loosely territorial; (3) nests of 
adjacent pairs can be very close to each 
other; (4) female western yellow-billed 
cuckoos often lay a second and third 
clutch sometimes with different mates; 
and (5) it is likely that they move from 
one river system to another between 
clutches. These unusual behaviors can 
lead to either an over count or an under 
count of individuals, pairs, or 
territories. 

Many of the earlier population 
estimates were made of pairs of western 
yellow-billed cuckoos. For the reasons 
listed above, some recent researchers 
have decided that it is more accurate to 
use the term territories rather than pairs. 
An assessment of the methodology used 
to determine pairs in the older studies 
and territories in the more recent 
studies concludes that very similar 
methodology is used and that the 
numbers are comparable. 

In some cases, we were able to use the 
original survey data and simply 
compare the number of survey hours 
and number of western yellow-billed 
cuckoos surveyed and compare them 
from one year to the next and one time 
period to another. This is a very reliable 
and accurate method of comparison. In 
other cases, such as that at the South 
Fork Kern River Valley in California 
from 1985 to 2001, when all nesting 
pairs were either documented by 
finding a nest or seeing positive nesting 
behavior (e.g., western yellow-billed 
cuckoos carrying food to young) the 
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number of pairs were compared over 
time. 

We have taken all of these difficulties 
and changes of survey methods and 
changes of data and behavior 
interpretation into account in our 
assessment of survey results and 
western yellow-billed cuckoo 
population trends. We have used the 
best available data and science in 
determining population estimates and 
trends. Because we have been aware of 
the changes in survey methods and have 
factored that information into our 
analysis, we are confident that our 
estimates of breeding populations are 
accurate. 

(6) Comment: One reviewer indicated 
that habitat use separates eastern and 
western cuckoos; observations suggest 
that in eastern New Mexico and Texas 
yellow-billed cuckoos from eastern 
populations nest in monotypic stands of 
tamarisk, while western yellow-billed 
cuckoos do not. 

Our Response: We have considered 
this information in our determination of 
the DPS for the yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Although credible observations of 
species behavior are valuable, peer- 
reviewed published materials would 
further support these observations, and 
additional research on this topic would 
be valuable. The information provided 
will be considered further in the 
development of the final critical habitat 
designation for the species and in 
recovery planning. 

(7) Comment: Two reviewers 
suggested that the section on climate 
change could be condensed and that 
uncertainties in forecasting 
precipitation could bog down 
conservation actions that would clearly 
benefit western yellow-billed cuckoos in 
the near future. 

Our Response: The Service used the 
climate change information that was 
available in the literature. Because the 
western DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo 
covers such a large area, the effects of 
climate change will be different in the 
various regions. The Pacific Northwest 
may become cooler and wetter, the 
desert Southwest may become warmer 
and dryer. The exact effect of these 
changes on western yellow-billed 
cuckoos is difficult to predict. However, 
based on our review of the literature, we 
have concluded that a warmer and dryer 
Southwest, an area that is already water- 
stressed, with a growing human 
population, is likely to have an adverse 
effect on riparian habitat. This will 
exacerbate the changes that have already 
occurred in the region and should not 
be ignored. We appreciate the expressed 
concerns; however, we have retained 


the information presented in the 
section. 

(8) Comment: One reviewer provided 
survey results indicating that western 
yellow-billed cuckoos have been 
detected along the San Juan and Green 
rivers in Utah, although it is not yet 
known whether breeding occurs in these 
areas. The reviewer notes that further 
surveys are needed. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. This information will 
also be considered in our final critical 
habitat designation. 

(9) Comment: One reviewer 
commented that a potential planned 
activity is the reallocation of water from 
the San Juan River on Navajo Tribal 
lands, which could negatively affect 
water delivery on the Colorado River 
and western yellow-billed cuckoo 
habitat on the Lower Colorado River. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. This information will 
also be useful in recovery planning and 
implementation. 

(10) Comment: One reviewer provided 
information that describes the ecological 
cascade process that leads to loss of 
western yellow-billed cuckoo habitat in 
riparian areas. The peer reviewer stated 
that the key to sustaining western 
yellow-billed cuckoo habitat is 
maintaining an ongoing process of new 
land creation and flow patterns 
conducive to colonization of willow and 
cottonwood. The peer reviewer also 
noted that it is problematic that a 
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) on 
Sacramento River only occurs on one 
side of the river, and the opposite bank 
is not allowed to erode. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. The information will be 
helpful when developing a recovery 
plan for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. 

(11) Comment: One reviewer adds an 
additional pervasive threat is the design 
of open channel flood control channels 
with inappropriately smooth roughness 
coefficients. This over-scours the 
floodplains and requires removal of 
woody riparian vegetation that 
regenerates on floodplains. This leads to 
floodplains with no western yellow- 
billed cuckoo habitat. 

Our Response: We have added this 
information to section ‘‘Encroachment 
of Levees and Flood Control and Bank 
Stabilization Structures into the River 
Channel and Floodplain” in the Factor 
A discussion in this final rule. 


(12) Comment: One reviewer provides 
information on several additional 
projects that he indicates are impacting 
western yellow-billed cuckoo habitat. 
The reviewer notes that the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) Sacramento 
River Bank Protection Project has been 
channelizing and rip-rapping river 
banks for many decades and that the 
project impedes the dynamic riverine 
processes that create western yellow- 
billed cuckoo habitat. The reviewer 
adds that the California Department of 
Water Resources has proposed a new 
reservoir project (the Sites Reservoir) for 
off-stream water storage, suggesting that 
the project would be a major water 
diversion project that would further 
degrade stream power on the 
Sacramento River, and contribute to an 
ecological cascade on the river (see 
Comment 10 above and the discussion 
under Factor A below). The reviewer 
also noted two proposed projects that he 
thinks would provide a potential 
conservation benefit to western yellow- 
billed cuckoo habitat. Both projects 
involve the creation of several miles- 
long oxbow lakes on the Sacramento 
River, at Woodson Bridge, and at a 
pumping facility across from Llano Seco 
unit of Sacramento River NWR. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. This information will be 
helpful in developing and implementing 
the recovery plan for the species. 

(13) Comment: One reviewer 
indicated that in Conservation Efforts 
section under the Factor E discussion, a 
distinction should be made between 
“active” restoration and ‘‘process- 
based” restoration. 

Our Response: We have revised the 
text in the section to clarify the 
difference in types of restoration 
activities. 

(14) Comment: One reviewer 
measured 35 cuckoos from the Rio 
Grande and 25 cuckoos from the Pecos 
River. He found that Rio Grande males 
and females were larger for all 
measurements than Pecos cuckoos, but 
Pecos cuckoos are larger than eastern or 
Trans Pecos cuckoos reported in 
Franzreb and Laymon’s (1993, pp. 17— 
28) subspecies paper. He applied the 
Discriminant Function Analysis (DFA) 
equation (developed by Franzreb and 
Laymon, 1993, pp. 17-28) to 35 cuckoos 
from Rio Grande, of which 86 percent 
tested as western and 25 cuckoos from 
Pecos River of which 68 percent tested 
as western. 

Our Response: We thank the reviewer 
for this information. However, we are 
concerned that the measurements may 
have been taken incorrectly for the 
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following reasons. We first note that, 
with the exception of wing 
measurements, accurate measurements 
are hard, if not impossible, to obtain 
from live birds under field conditions. 
We are concerned that in the given 
sample, bill-depth measurements may 
have been measured incorrectly because 
all individuals measured, regardless of 
area of origin, had deeper bills than any 
of the cuckoos measured by Banks 
(1988, pp. 473-477) or Franzreb and 
Laymon (1993, pp. 17—28). It is likely 
that these measurements were taken on 
an incorrect location on the bill. We 
note that several of the bill-length 
measurements reported were also record 
lengths for cuckoos, regardless of origin 
and suspect that they too were likely 
measured incorrectly. The use of these 
incorrect measurements in the DFA 
equations would be expected to yield 
incorrect “likely area of origin.” 
Therefore, we have not used this 
information in our final listing 
determination. 


Federal Agency Comments 


During the development of the 
proposed and this final listing rule, we 
coordinated with Federal agencies and 
asked for their input on the information 
presented and any concerns they may 
have. We have not included specific 
comments and responses to Department 
of the Interior (DOJ) agencies in this rule 
(Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of 
Reclamation, and National Park 
Service). We have worked with the DOI 
agencies during the development of this 
rule, and their comments and concerns 
are included in the record materials for 
this final determination. We have 
reviewed any DOI comments and 
information, and have made changes 
that we determined were appropriate to 
the final listing of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. A total of seven comment 
letters were received from five Federal 
agencies from outside the DOI, and they 
are outlined below. 

(15) Comment: The U.S. Air Force 
stated that training flights from Luke Air 
Force Base (AFB) may pass over western 
yellow-billed cuckoo habitat, but they 
are unlikely to disturb the western 
yellow-billed cuckoos because the 
airplanes fly over 500 ft. above ground 
level, while western yellow-billed 
cuckoo fly, forage, and nest within the 
canopy of the trees. Also, the duration 
of the sound from the jet airplanes is 
only for a few seconds and the flights 
are infrequent. 

Our Response: We appreciate 
receiving the information on Air Force 
training flights at Luke AFB. We will 
consider this information during any 


consultation regarding the species in the 


future. 
(16) Comment: The USACE provided 


references that deal with southwestern 
willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii 
extimus) consultations and management 
at Lake Isabella, California. They stated 
that their conservation plan and 
associated conservation easements for 
southwestern willow flycatchers 
provide habitat protections for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo as well as 
least Bell’s vireos (Vireo bellii pusillus). 
They are concerned that if the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo is listed and 
formal consultation for long-term 
operations of Isabella Reservoir are 
triggered, the USACE may be required to 
“‘reoperate’’ the reservoir, which would 
increase risk of loss of human life and 
cause significant impacts to economics 
downstream. This concern was also 
voiced by one public commenter. 

Our Response: Although specific 
project activities may require additional 
review and potentially result in formal 
consultation for various Federal actions, 
it is reasonable to assume that the 
conservation plan and associated 
conservation easements for the 
southwestern willow flycatcher may 
provide habitat protections for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. However, 
consultation with the Service will not 
likely result in operation decisions that 
would cause a risk of loss of human life 
or cause significant impacts to 
downstream economies. We have been 
coordinating with the USACE on their 
activities and dam operation at Lake 
Isabella as it relates to all listed species 
and will continue to do so into the 
future. 

(17) Comment: The U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) provided several reports 
on western yellow-billed cuckoo 
surveys conducted at Isabella Reservoir. 
The Southwest Region of the USFS does 
not think they have western yellow- 
billed cuckoos on the Carson or Cibola 
National Forests. They also had several 
questions about wording in the 
proposed rule regarding grazing and 
listed several references regarding the 
effects of well-managed grazing, which 
they say has less adverse impact on 
western yellow-billed cuckoos and their 
habitat than traditional, poorly managed 
grazing. Lastly, they stated that 
mesquite bosque habitat was very 
important to western yellow-billed 
cuckoos and that the habitat was more 
important than the proposed rule 
indicated. 

Our Response: We appreciate the 
additional information provided by the 
USFS and have considered it or 
incorporated changes to language into 
our final listing determination. Well- 


controlled grazing activity can be 
compatible within riparian zones and in 
western yellow-billed cuckoo habitat 
depending on the conservation 
measures implemented for the grazing 
activity. The amount of management 
depends on the sensitivity of the habitat 
at any given location and would most 
likely need to be managed on a site-by- 
site basis. For example, a grazing regime 
used on Audubon California’s Kern 
River Preserve in the South Fork Kern 
River Valley limits grazing to outside 
the growing season (October to March). 
This time restriction allows for 
regeneration of willows and 
cottonwoods and precludes the tree 
browsing and high-lining that often 
accompanies heavy summer (growing 
season) grazing. We concur that 
mesquite bosque habitat is very 
important to western yellow-billed 
cuckoos, and this has been stated clearly 
in the proposed and this final rule. 

(18) Comment: The U.S. Department 
of Agriculture (USDA), Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
in Texas stated that they are interested 
in helping landowners conserve and 
manage critical habitat for the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. NRCS’ cooperation and 
assistance will be very helpful during 
the recovery phase for the species. 

(19) Comment: The International 
Boundary and Water Commission 
provided information on riparian 
habitat restoration along the Rio Grande 
as well as results of recent western 
yellow-billed cuckoo surveys. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. Restoration of riparian 
habitat will be an important phase in 
the recovery of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. This information will 
also be helpful in the development and 
implementation of a recovery plan for 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 

(20) Comment: The USDA NRCS in 
Texas expressed concern regarding 
economic impacts to local landowners 
and municipalities. This concern was 
echoed by several public commenters. 

Our Response: According to section 
4(b)(1)A) of the Act, we are to base our 
listing determinations solely on the 
basis of the best scientific and 
commercial data available as they relate 
to the five factors listed in section 
4(a)(1) of the Act. The consideration of 
economics is only related to the 
designation of critical habitat under 
section 4(b)(2) of the Act. 
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Comments From States 


Section 4(i) of the Act states, “the 
Secretary shall submit to the State 
agency a written justification for his 
failure to adopt regulations consistent 
with the agency’s comments or 
petition.’’ Comments received from the 
States regarding the proposal to list as 
a ‘threatened species” for the western 
DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo are 
addressed below. We received 17 
comment letters from 17 State agencies 
in 11 States. Of the 17 letters submitted, 
9 were from State wildlife agencies. We 
did not receive comments from the State 
of Oregon. 


Washington State 


(21) Comment: The Washington State 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
supports the DPS determination and 
listing of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo as threatened. This is based on 
their observations that reports of 
individual occurrences for the State 
have been very rare for the past several 
decades and that the species is not 
confirmed to be breeding in the State. 
This is despite having some sizable 
areas of riparian habitat still remaining 
along the Lower Columbia River and 
additional habitat improvements, 
acquisition, and restoration efforts 
elsewhere in the State. The Washington 
State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
provided suggestions for clarification of 
habitat use by the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo in moist riparian habitat areas of 
western Oregon, western Washington, 
and southwestern British Columbia. 
They also provided information on 
several records of wider habitat use in 
the Northwest and suggested that there 
is historical evidence that the species 
may have used conifer woodlands and 
open brushy hillsides in Washington as 
secondary nesting habitat (Bent 1940, 
pp. 54-70; Jewett et al. 1953, pp. 342- 
343). 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our final listing 
determination. This habitat information 
has been discussed in detail in our 
proposed critical habitat designation. 
See the proposed critical habitat rule for 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
published in the Federal Register on 
August 15, 2014 (79 FR 48547). Also see 
the Summary of Changes from 
Proposed Rule section of this final rule 
and the Habitat Use and Needs section 
from the proposed listing rule for 
additional discussion on habitat use in 
Washington and Oregon (78 FR 61633- 
61634; October 3, 2013). 

(22) Comment: The Washington State 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 


stated that they have developed a 
conservation strategy on its trust lands 
for conservation of salmonid freshwater 
stream habitat and other riparian 
obligate species habitat (DNR Trust 
Lands Habitat Conservation Plan). DNR 
stated that they would expect that 
implementation of the plan would assist 
in benefiting the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo’s habitat and any future recovery 
efforts for the species. DNR also stated 
that they would continue to participate 
in the development of any future critical 
habitat designation. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. This information will 
also be considered in our final critical 
habitat designation. 


Idaho 


(23) Comment: The Idaho Office of 
Species Conservation and the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game stated 
that the Service fails to define 
foreseeable future in the proposed rule. 
This comment was echoed by several 
other commenters. 

Our Response: The Act does not 
specifically define the term “foreseeable 
future,” and does not require the 
Service to quantify the time period of 
foreseeable future in making listing 
determinations. The Solicitor for the 
Department of the Interior conducted a 
review of the Congressional intent 
behind the term “foreseeable future” in 
the Act, and concluded that Congress 
intended the term “‘foreseeable future” 
to describe the extent to which the 
Secretary can reasonably rely on 
predictions about the future in making 
determinations about the future 
conservation status of the species. The 
Secretary’s ability to make reliable 
predictions may vary according to the 
threat at issue; consequently, the 
Solicitor concludes that this timeframe 
of ‘‘the foreseeable future is not 
necessarily reducible to a particular 
number of years. Rather, it relates to the 
predictability of the impact or outcome 
for the specific species in question.” In 
addition, the opinion notes that 
“definitive quantification is rarely 
possible... and not required for a 
‘foreseeable future’ analysis” 
(Department of the Interior 
Memorandum M-37021, January 16, 
2009; available at: http://www.doi.gov/ 
solicitor/opinions/M-37021.pdpf). 

In considering the foreseeable future 
as it relates to the status of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo, we considered the 
factors acting on the species and looked 
to see if reliable predictions about the 
status of the species in response to those 
factors could be drawn. We considered 





the historical data to identify any 
relevant existing trends that might allow 
for reliable prediction of the future 
conservation status of the species (in the 
form of extrapolating the trends). We 
also considered whether we could 
reliably predict any future events that 
might affect the status of the species, 
recognizing that our ability to make 
reliable predictions into the future is 
limited by the variable quantity and 
quality of available data. Available 
population information for western 
yellow-billed cuckoo is limited for 
determining trends because no long- 
term rangewide status survey has been 
completed and the threats facing the 
species are variable in intensity and 
scope across the species’ range and do 
not reliably provide a sound basis for 
specific timeframe predictions. The 
available data do not allow us to 
determine a specific timeframe for the 
foreseeable future for the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo; therefore, we rely 
on a qualitative assessment of the 
foreseeable future, in terms of that 
period of time over which we can 
reasonably predict the future population 
trends and threats to the species, and 
the likely consequences of those threats 
and trends for the status of the species. 
We have discussed the timeframe for 
when we have determined the threats 
are acting on the species under each 
factor in the Summary of Factors 
Affecting the Species and in our 
Determination sections below. 


Montana 


(24) Comment: Montana Fish, 
Wildlife, and Parks indicated that the 
portion of the State that is shown as 
being within the DPS has historically 
not been considered within the range of 
the species. The agency indicated that 
there are only 8 records for western 
Montana, and only 3 of those were 
found in the past 30 years. They stated 
that the western quarter of the State, 
west of the Continental Divide, should 
be excluded from the DPS and the 
species not listed in Montana. This 
comment was also echoed by 
commenters in Utah, Colorado, and 
Wyoming who wanted their States 
removed from the DPS. 

Our Response: We are aware of the 
limited number of sightings for the 
species in western Montana and other 
areas within the DPS. However, we 
consider yellow-billed cuckoos that are 
found in the portion of Montana west of 
the Continental Divide are western 
yellow-billed cuckoos based on 
dispersal and migratory patterns, the 
large gap between this region and 
southeastern Montana where eastern 
yellow-billed cuckoos sporadically 
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occur, and criteria used to map the DPS 
boundary. We based our boundary for 
the DPS on watershed boundaries along 
the upper elevation areas along the 
Rocky Mountains and on species 
occurrence records. It would be 
inconsistent and arbitrary to move the 
boundary or not include the western 
yellow-billed cuckoos in western 
Montana from the DPS regardless of 
how seldom they are found in the area. 
Wyoming 

(25) Comment: The Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department (WGFD) provided 
information on additional surveys for 
the Green River and on the State’s 
classification of the species as a Tier III 
Species of Greatest Conservation Need 
with unknown population status and 
trends due to an extremely limited 
number of detections during targeted 
survey work (WGFD 2010, pp. IV-i-8). 
The WGFD stated it does not 
differentiate between eastern and 
western yellow-billed cuckoos but that 
habitat for the species continues to 
decline primarily as a result of 
nonnative plant (tamarisk) invasion. 
The WGFD believes that the estimate in 
the proposed rule of five or fewer pairs 
is an overestimate for the State, that it 
is highly unlikely that western yellow- 
billed cuckoos breed in the State on a 
consistent basis, and they doubt that the 
small numbers in Wyoming add to 
population viability of the subspecies. 
The WGFD recommended not 
designating any critical habitat or land 
use restrictions for the species in the 
State as most of the potential habitat for 
the species is above 7,000 ft (2,134 
meters (m)). The State also 
recommended that ongoing and planned 
tamarisk removal should not be 
impeded as a result of the Service’s final 
determination. 

Our Response: As stated in the 
proposed rule and this final rule, we 
agree that the number of western 
yellow-billed cuckoos nesting in 
Wyoming is small. It is also possible 
that western yellow-billed cuckoos do 
not nest in the State every year. 
However, the species most likely uses 
the available habitat as movement 
corridors or stop-over areas during its 
migration to areas farther north or as 
foraging areas during prey outbreaks. 
We will consider any information on 
critical habitat during the development 
of the final critical habitat designation. 
As a result of listing the species, we 
would expect agencies and 
organizations conducting tamarisk 
removal projects to do so in a manner 
compatible with conservation of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo (see 
response to Comment 28 below for 


additional information on tamarisk 
removal and the conservation of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo). 


California 


(26) Comment: The California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
supports the DPS determination and 
listing of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo as the species is already listed 
as endangered under the California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA) and the 
populations of the species in the State 
continue to decline. The California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife will 
continue to provide support in habitat 
management that will encourage 
recovery for the species in California. 

Our Response: We appreciate the 
review and support of the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. This 
information will help with the 
development and implementation of the 
recovery plan for the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. 


Nevada 

(27) Comment: Nevada State 
Department of Wildlife concurred with 
the Service’s concerns regarding 
declines of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo and summarized the status of 
the species in the State. The Nevada 
State Department of Wildlife also 
provided clarifications and updated 
information on occurrence records and 
habitat for the State. The western 
yellow-billed cuckoo is a species of 
conservation priority in Nevada, and the 
Nevada State Department of Wildlife is 
dedicated to conserving the species and 
improving its habitat whether it is listed 
or not. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. This information will 
also be used in the development of our 
final critical habitat designation and 
implementation of a recovery plan for 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 

(28) Comment: Nevada State 
Department of Wildlife, Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department, Utah Office of 
Governor, and Colorado Department of 
Agriculture listed tamarisk invasion as a 
major threat for western yellow-billed 
cuckoos and their habitat. There is some 
concern that listing the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo will curtail tamarisk 
removal projects and riparian 
restoration. Several commenters would 
like us to develop a rule under section 
4(d) of the Act for riparian habitat 
restoration. 

Our Response: The Service agrees that 
tamarisk is a major threat to the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo’s habitat. We 
expect that in areas where restoration of 


native riparian vegetation is possible, 
removal of tamarisk would be 
considered a net benefit, as native 
riparian vegetation has a greater habitat 
value for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. If western yellow-billed 
cuckoos are documented to use an area 
slated for tamarisk removal, 
consultation with the Service may be 
necessary in order to jointly develop 
appropriate measures to avoid or 
minimize the potential for adverse 
effects to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. However, the process of listing 
a species as threatened under the Act is 
not designed to curtail projects that 
have the potential to benefit that 
species, and it is unlikely that beneficial 
tamarisk removal and riparian 
restoration projects would be negatively 
impacted from listing the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. At this time, we 
are not developing a rule under section 
4(d) of the Act for this species. 


Utah 


(29) Comment: The Director for the 
Utah Public Lands Policy Coordination 
Office stated that: (a) Utah has made 
great strides in conserving the yellow- 
billed cuckoo and its habitat and that 
the Service did not characterize the 
conservation benefits for the yellow- 
billed cuckoo as a State-sensitive 
species adequately in the proposed rule; 
(b) the DPS boundary is arbitrary and 
includes unoccupied areas or migratory 
habitat; and (c) the Service did not use 
or consider the best available scientific 
information provided by the Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources (e.g., 
Beason 2009, additional Statewide 
surveys, GIS habitat models). The State 
requested that the Service not list the 
species as endangered or threatened 
under the Act, as it believes that the 
State is in the best position to manage 
and conserve the species and its habitat. 

Our Response: We commend the State 
of Utah on the efforts they have made 
in conserving the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo and its habitat. However, we 
were not supplied with any information 
by the State on specific conservation 
efforts for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, so characterization of the 
conservation benefits for the species is 
not possible. 

We disagree that the DPS line is 
arbitrary. The DPS line used to separate 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo from 
yellow-billed cuckoos in the east in the 
vicinity of Utah was the watershed 
boundaries along the Continental 
Divide. This boundary does not imply 
that all areas within the DPS contain 
suitable habitat. In fact, most areas 
within the DPS do not contain suitable 
habitat for the species because the 
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species is restricted to riparian habitat 
and most of western United States is 
upland habitat covered by forest, desert, 
shrubland, or agriculture. Riparian 
habitat, by definition, is limited to the 
banks of rivers and streams, and 
comprises a very small percentage of the 
arid West. The DPS simply shows the 
outer limits that one can expect to find 
western yellow-billed cuckoos during 
the breeding season and during 
migration to breeding areas. 


We received GIS data from the State 
of Utah and excel spreadsheets with 
location data apparently derived from 
surveys and incidental observation 
within the State. We did not receive the 
information mentioned in the comment 
letter (e.g., Beason 2009, additional 
statewide surveys, and GIS habitat 
models) from the State. During the 
development of this proposed rule and 
in response to the State’s comment, we 
independently obtained a copy of the 
information cited (Beason 2009, pp. 1- 
19). The results of that study, which 
surveyed areas in and around Dinosaur 
National Park in Utah and Colorado, did 
not confirm any western yellow-billed 
cuckoo observations. We contacted the 
researcher and they confirmed the 
information. 


Colorado 


(30) Comment: The Colorado 
Department of Agriculture asked to 
participate in the recovery of the species 
and is actively removing tamarisk and 
Russian olive and restoring native 
riparian vegetation. 


Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. This cooperation in 
recovering the species will be important 
in the development and implementation 
of a recovery plan for the species. 


(31) Comment: The Water Resources 
Division of the Colorado Department of 
Natural Resources stated that riparian 
habitat is not threatened in Colorado 
and the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
should not be listed because adequate 
conservation efforts are underway. 


Our Response: Riparian systems in 
Colorado have been highly impacted by 
the nonnative, invasive tamarisk and 
Russian olive. Many of the other threats 
detailed in the proposed and this final 
rule also apply to riparian habitats in 
that State. In addition, the State of 
Colorado contains only a small portion 
of both the range and population of the 
western DPS of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo. Our obligation is to review and 
assess the population status as a whole 
and not on a regional or Statewide basis. 





Arizona 

(32) Comment: The Arizona Game and 
Fish Department supported the 
Service’s overall determination of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo as a DPS, 
but stated that using morphological 
information in the DPS significance 
section weakened the argument. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our DPS analysis and 
listing determination. Morphological 
information is just one of the reasons we 
have determined that the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo is a valid DPS 
under our policy. In order to be more 
transparent in describing our rationale 
for our DPS determination, we included 
the morphological information as 
further evidence of the DPS. We 
conclude that including morphological 
information in the DPS Significance 
section helps to provide a complete 
picture of the differences between 
eastern and western yellow-billed 
cuckoos. 

(33) Comment: The Arizona Game and 
Fish Department stated that they did not 
support listing the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo as it would be 
counterproductive to current 
conservation efforts. 

Our Response: Some restoration 
projects, especially where existing poor- 
quality, tamarisk-dominated habitat that 
is occupied by western yellow-billed 
cuckoo is being removed and higher 
quality, willow-cottonwood or mesquite 
habitat is being planted, may require 
consultation with the Service in order to 
jointly develop appropriate measures to 
avoid or minimize the potential for 
adverse effects to the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. However, the process of 
listing a species as threatened under the 
Act is not designed to curtail projects 
that have the potential to benefit that 
species, and it is unlikely that beneficial 
tamarisk removal and riparian 
restoration projects would be negatively 
impacted from listing the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. It is more likely 
that listing the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo will complement the recovery 
efforts and potentially provide 
additional sources of funding through 
section 6 of the Act. 

(34) Comment: The Arizona Game and 
Fish Department stated that they agreed 
that western yellow-billed cuckoos have 
declined in Arizona over the last 100 
years due to habitat loss. The Arizona 
Game and Fish Department went on to 
state that the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo population and habitat loss have 
stabilized over the past 30 years and 
populations will increase as a result of 
riparian restoration on the Lower 


Colorado River. The Arizona Game and 
Fish Department stated that 4,000 acres 
(ac) (1,619 hectares (ha)) of habitat is 
scheduled for restoration, and in 
locations where restoration has 
occurred, western yellow-billed cuckoos 
are using the created habitat within 2 
years of planting. They asked us to add 
references that show that western 
yellow-billed cuckoos have declined as 
a result of riparian habitat loss and 
degradation (they cite Noss et al. 1995). 
They also stated that there was a need 
to quantify the benefits of riparian 
habitat restoration to western yellow- 
billed cuckoos. 

Our Response: Most locations in 
Arizona that have western yellow-billed 
cuckoo populations have not been 
surveyed regularly enough to provide 
population trend information. The only 
two locations with semi-regular 
monitoring (the Bill Williams River and 
the San Pedro River) both show 
downward trends in western yellow- 
billed cuckoo populations. The western 
yellow-billed cuckoo population on the 
Colorado River on the Arizona- 
California border appears to be 
increasing with the riparian restoration 
activities at that location. More years of 
survey data are needed to determine 
whether or not that is a long-term trend. 

While the results of the riparian 
restoration work on the Lower Colorado 
River are promising, based on the 
scientific information available we 
conclude that it is too soon to tell what 
effect this planned restoration will have 
on western yellow-billed cuckoo 
populations. As population goals for 
recovery of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo have not yet been established, it 
is not known what the overall effect of 
an addition of the 40 or so pairs of 
western yellow-billed cuckoos on the 
Lower Colorado River will have on the 
overall status of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo in the West. In addition, so far 
it appears that western yellow-billed 
cuckoos nesting on restoration sites tend 
to have lower nesting success than 
western yellow-billed cuckoos nesting 
in areas still containing healthy native 
riparian forests (McNeil et al. 2012, p. 
53). 

We have added citations in this final 
rule that show that western yellow- 
billed cuckoos have declined as a result 
of riparian habitat loss and degradation 
(see section in Factor A discussion). We 
have concluded that this is a well- 
documented pattern in California and 
Arizona. 

To date it is difficult to quantify the 
benefit of riparian habitat restoration to 
western yellow-billed cuckoo 
populations. Most restoration efforts are 
carried out on a small scale in 
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comparison to the home-range size of 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. In the 
Kern River Valley where riparian 
restoration has been ongoing for the past 
30 years, the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo population has stabilized but 
has not increased. Along the 
Sacramento River, where several 
thousands of acres of riparian 
restoration has occurred over the past 30 
years, the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
population has continued to decline. 
The one location where restoration work 
is appearing to have a positive effect on 
western yellow-billed cuckoo 
populations is along the Lower Colorado 
River, but this work is very recent and 
the long-term effect on western yellow- 
billed cuckoo populations there is still 
unknown. The largest positive effects 
for western yellow-billed cuckoos have 
occurred in the reservoir draw-down 
zones (e.g., Isabella Reservoir and 
Elephant Butte Reservoir), when 
riparian habitat has regenerated during 
droughts. These benefits are ephemeral, 
as the habitat will be inundated and lost 
when wet periods return. 


New Mexico 


(35) Comment: New Mexico Game 
and Fish requested a delay in listing so 
that more research can be conducted in 
New Mexico to better define the DPS 
line. They state that data from e-bird 
[Cornell Lab of Ornithology] and New 
Mexico Ornithological Society (2007) do 
not support difference in migration 
timing between eastern and western 
New Mexico, and cite Sechrist and Best 
(2012) to say that cuckoos from Pecos 
and Rio Grande had the same migration 
timing and direction. Twenty additional 
commenters questioned the DPS’ status, 
indicating that the DPS was neither 
discrete nor significant, without 
providing additional information to 
support their comments. 

Our Response: In making listing 
determinations under the Act, we are to 
rely solely on the best scientific and 
commercial data currently available. 
Our DPS policy outlines the criteria for 
determination of whether a segment of 
a vertebrate species population qualifies 
as a DPS. In reviewing the most current 
information available, we have 
determined that the western DPS of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo is valid and meets 
the criteria outlined in our policy. As 
we stated above in the Distinct 
Vertebrate Population Segment 
Analysis section, we understand that 
the area in southern New Mexico and 
western Texas is an area where there 
may be overlap between both eastern 
and western populations of the yellow- 
billed cuckoo. Our DPS policy allows 
for some ‘“‘mixing”’ of populations, and 


absolute separation is not required for a 
population segment of a species to be 
considered a DPS (61 FR 4723-4725; 
February 7, 1996). The location and 
boundaries of a western DPS for the 
yellow-billed cuckoo has been under 
consideration since the Service first 
received a petition to list the species in 
1986. As detailed in the proposed rule 
and this final rule, yellow-billed 
cuckoos on the Rio Grande above Big 
Bend are more similar to yellow-billed 
cuckoos in the West than they are to 
yellow-billed cuckoos in the East. 
Yellow-billed cuckoos on the Pecos 
River and in eastern New Mexico are 
more similar to yellow-billed cuckoos in 
the East than they are to yellow-billed 
cuckoos in the West. Peer reviewer Dr. 
Janice Hughes, the only avian 
taxonomist who has conducted research 
on yellow-billed cuckoos in this region, 
believes that the highlands between the 
Rio Grande and the Pecos River are the 
dividing line between eastern and 
western yellow-billed cuckoos. 

As discussed above in Comment 14, 
one peer reviewer measured yellow- 
billed cuckoos on the Rio Grande and 
Pecos River and found the Rio Grande 
yellow-billed cuckoos to be larger than 
those on the Pecos River. The 
differences were not statistically 
significant, but the sample sizes were 
small, so a significant difference would 
not be expected. Also the measurements 
were not taken in a similar way as 
measurements taken by Banks (1988, 
pp. 473-477) and Franzreb and Laymon 
(1993, pp. 17-28) so they cannot be 
compared to measurements from those 
studies. At this time, a definitive study 
has not been completed on morphology, 
genetics, or behavior (including 
migration timing) comparing yellow- 
billed cuckoos on the Rio Grande and 
Pecos River. Until that is done, the best 
available science on the subject is in 
Franzreb and Laymon (1993, pp. 17-28) 
and in the opinion of Dr. Janice Hughes, 
which divides eastern and western 
yellow-billed cuckoos along the 
highlands separating the Rio Grande 
and the Pecos Rivers. 

(36) Comment: New Mexico Game 
and Fish and several other commenters 
suggest that western yellow-billed 
cuckoos have been found at elevations 
higher than reported in the proposed 
rule, 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. Most of these higher 
elevation sightings in the Rocky 
Mountains are likely of migrant western 
yellow-billed cuckoos, though a few 
may refer to nesting pairs. 


(37) Comment: New Mexico Game 
and Fish would like us to develop a rule 
under section 4(d) of the Act to allow 
for economic and agricultural growth in 
conjunction with conservation efforts, 
especially while developing the State’s 
comprehensive conservation program. 

Our Response: Section 4(d) of the Act 
allows the Secretary the discretion to 
issue such regulations as |s]he deems 
necessary and advisable to provide for 
the conservation of a species. The 
Service’s standard policy (under 50 CFR 
17.31(a)) for issuing prohibitions for 
threatened species is to apply all the 
prohibitions of an endangered species to 
a threatened species unless otherwise 
revoked by issuance of more specific 
prohibitions. In the case of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo, we are in the 
process of reviewing whether the 
“standard” prohibitions apply or 
whether more specific prohibitions are 
appropriate. If we determine that more 
specific prohibitions apply and that 
they are necessary and advisable to 
provide for the conservation of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, we will 
issue a proposed rule under section 4(d) 
of the Act for public comment. However 
at this time, we do not have and the 
commenter did not provide enough 
information on whether a section 4(d) 
rule for agricultural activities is 
appropriate. We would be available for 
future discussion on potentially 
developing measures to maximize the 
conservation value of agricultural 
practices and develop some type of 
conservation mechanism with the 
commenter in the future; however, due 
to time constraints for developing a final 
rule we cannot currently develop and 
implement such measures. 

(38) Comment: New Mexico Game 
and Fish stated that there was a large 
discrepancy between population 
estimates of 100-155 pairs for western 
New Mexico listed in the proposed rule 
and 7,000 individuals in the State as 
reported by the Partners in Flight 
program (PIF 2014). 

Our Response: The Partners in Flight 
Web site for New Mexico (New Mexico 
Partners in Flight 2014, entire) reports 
that the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
population in New Mexico is much less 
than 1 percent of the total species 
population of 9.2 million, or less than 
92,000 yellow-billed cuckoos. This was 
then converted to 0.1 percent of the 
global population, which should have 
been 9,200 yellow-billed cuckoos, but 
was transcribed or rounded to 7,000 
yellow-billed cuckoos or 3,500 pairs of 
yellow-billed cuckoos. This is a 
questionable method to determine the 
yellow-billed cuckoo population for a 
State and should not be accepted as 
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valid. This is much higher than Howe’s 
(1986, pp. 1-16) estimate of 1,000 pairs 
of yellow-billed cuckoos Statewide in 
New Mexico and 315 pairs for the 
western half of the State. Howe’s 
estimates were made based on an 
estimate of available habitat and an 
understanding that western yellow- 
billed cuckoo territories were much 
smaller than they actually are, leading 
to an overestimate for New Mexico. It is 
likely that fewer than 1,000 pairs of 
western yellow-billed cuckoos existed 
in New Mexico in 1986. The population 
for western yellow-billed cuckoos 
estimated for the State by Hughes (1999, 
p. 19) was 100 to 200 pairs. The 
Service’s estimate of 100 to 155 pairs is 
based on the best available science of 
surveys conducted over the past 10-15 
years. 

~ (39) Comment: The New Mexico 
Department of Agriculture asked that 
the Service address management of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo as a 
watershed health issue and not list the 
species. 

Our Response: Listing of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo under the Act is 
based on the species’ population status 
and trends, and the threats to the 
species. Recovery of a species will be 
based on criteria developed by the 
Recovery Team once it becomes 
established. Solving the threats to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo is an 
important part of the recovery process, 
and watershed health will be very 
important when developing recovery 
criteria and implementing recovery 
actions. 

(40) Comment: New Mexico Interstate 
Stream Commission commented that 
because western yellow-billed cuckoos 
are listed by New Mexico Fish and 
Game as a ‘‘Species of Greatest 
Conservation Need”’ the Service should 
not state that it has no protective status 
in New Mexico. 

Our Response: Although the 
identification of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo by the State of New 
Mexico as a “Species of Greatest 
Conservation Need’”’ is encouraging, this 
designation is for planning purposes 
and provides no regulatory protective 
status for the species in New Mexico. 
Any actions or conservation measures 
implemented for the cuckoo as a result 
of its State status would be 
recommendations and voluntary, and 
would not ensure that actions or 
measures would be implemented. 

(41) Comment: New Mexico Interstate 
Stream Commission states that if the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo is listed, 
we should develop a rule under section 
4(d) of the Act for ongoing and future 
water management in the State. Other 


commenters expressed concern about 
the impact of listing the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo on water delivery. 

Our Response: The disruption and 
changes to ‘‘natural’’ river and stream 
processes, which help the development 
and regeneration of riparian vegetation, 
have been identified as a threat to the 
species. The majority of streams and 
water delivery facilities within the range 
of the western yellow-billed cuckoo are 
at least partly managed by Federal 
entities or proposed activities that 
would have a Federal nexus. As a result, 
these Federal agencies have an 
obligation under section 7 the Act to 
conserve endangered or threatened 
species and their habitat. Section 4(d) of 
the Act states that the Secretary shall 
issue such regulations as [s]he deems 
necessary and advisable to provide for 
the conservation of any threatened 
species. New projects on Federal land or 
funding by the Federal government will 
be subject to section 7 consultations, as 
will reauthorization of Federal projects. 
Because of the interrelatedness between 
water management, the health of 
riparian habitat, and the dependence of 
riparian habitat by the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo, we are not currently 
considering a rule under section 4(d) of 
the Act for this species to limit the 
prohibitions of the Act for ongoing and 
future water management activities. 

(42) Comment: The New Mexico 
Interstate Stream Commission stated 
that because humans do not have 
control over caterpillar population, lack 
of caterpillars should not be listed as a 
threat. 

Our Response: Caterpillar and other 
insect populations can be affected by 
health of the riparian habitat, tree and 
shrub species in the riparian zone, and 
pesticide use (e.g., pesticide drift into 
the riparian zone or applying pesticides 
directly on the riparian zone). All of 
these factors are influenced by human 
activities at some level. Lack of an 
adequate food supply is a major threat 
for the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 

(43) Comment: The New Mexico 
Interstate Stream Commission stated 
that climate change effects have so far 
not been as great as they are predicted 
to be in the future. 

Our Response: We appreciate the New 
Mexico Interstate Stream Commission’s 
comments on climate change and have 
considered them in our listing 
determination. The New Mexico 
Department of Game and Fish in their 
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy for New Mexico (2006) stated 
that “‘[t]he effects of climate change on 
ecosystems and species are likely to be 
exacerbated in areas that have already 
been substantially affected by human 





activities such as habitat loss and 
fragmentation, air and water pollution, 
and the establishment of invasive 
species.”’ They also state that riparian 
habitat is one of the key habitats that 
may have the highest risk of being 
altered by synergistic effects of factors 
that influence habitats (New Mexico 
Department of Game and Fish. 2006, pp. 
74-79). 

We agree that climate change 
projections and prediction can be 
difficult due to the availability of 
information and variability of climate 
and habitat conditions over time. 
However, in a study looking at the 
recent effects of climate change on 
temperature and precipitation over the 
past 36+ years (1970-2006), Enquist et 
al. (2008, pp. 1-32) found that in New 
Mexico, observed climate-linked effects 
include declines in snowpack, earlier 
peak stream flows, forest mortality, and 
population declines in some sensitive 
species. To avoid issues of uncertainty 
associated with future climate change 
predictions, the study used a 
retrospective approach that analyzed 
changes over time. Their study found 
that: (1) 93 Percent of New Mexico’s 
watersheds have become relatively drier 
over the 36+ year period; and (2) 
snowpack has declined in 98 percent of 
New Mexico’s major mountain ranges 
and the timing of peak streamflow from 
snowmelt in the State is an average of 
one week earlier than in the 1950s. In 
addition, the study found that the 
watersheds with the highest numbers of 
sensitive species tend be those showing 
the greatest increase in moisture stress 
or drying and that these watersheds 
have already experienced climate 
change-linked ecological effects. We 
have determined that the long-term 
effects of climate change are and will 
continue to be a factor in sensitive 
species or habitat conservation 
regardless of any short-term trends. 

(44) Comment: The New Mexico 
Interstate Stream Commission 
commented that western yellow-billed 
cuckoos may rely on tamarisk, like 
southwestern willow flycatchers do, but 
even if true, tamarisk beetles should not 
be listed as a threat to western yellow- 
billed cuckoos. 

Our Response: Western yellow-billed 
cuckoos do not rely on tamarisk in the 
same way that southwestern willow 
flycatchers do. Western yellow-billed 
cuckoos may on rare occasions nest in 
tamarisk, but they forage almost entirely 
in native riparian habitat. Western 
yellow-billed cuckoos are primarily 
dependent on large caterpillars, which 
depend on cottonwoods and willows 
and are not found on tamarisk. On the 
other hand, southwestern willow 
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flycatchers feed on small flying insects 
and both nest and forage in tamarisk as 
long as water or super-saturated soil is 
in the vicinity of the nest and flying 
insects are available. In areas where the 
hydrology is still intact and will support 
native riparian habitat, the tamarisk 
beetle could assist in the restoration of 
the riparian zone. In areas that can no 
longer support willows, cottonwoods, 
and mesquite, the beetle could suppress 
the tamarisk to the point that western 
yellow-billed cuckoos will no longer use 
the habitat. In this latter case, the 
tamarisk beetle could be considered a 
threat, as spontaneous regeneration of 
native vegetation is difficult due to the 
degraded nature of the habitat and 
disrupted hydrologic conditions. 


Texas 


(45) Comment: The Deputy 
Commissioner for the Texas General 
Land Office stated that listing the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo would 
lead to increased economic costs and 
delay in the development of oil, gas, 
wind, and solar projects for the State. 
Royalties collected by the State from 
such activities would be reduced, and 
this would indirectly affect funds 
available for Texas public schools. The 
Deputy Commissioner also stated that 
the Service’s analysis of the information 
is not sufficient to support listing and 
that the Service is only moving forward 
at this time with listing due to its 
settlement with outside litigants and not 
because listing is warranted under the 
Act. 

Our Response: Under section 4(a)(1) 
of the Act, we are to determine if a 
species is endangered or threatened 
based on one of five listing factors. 
Economics or loss of revenue is not one 
of the factors used in determining if a 
species should be listed. Although we 
understand that listing a species as 
either endangered or threatened causes 
some regulatory oversight and the 
potential need for consultation, we are 
obligated to make such determinations 
solely on the threats facing the species 
or its habitat. Listing a species does not 
mean projects cannot proceed, it only 
means they must be implemented in a 
manner that still conserves the species 
and its habitat. In addition, because the 
species occurs in riparian habitat along 
streams, it is most likely that projects 
involving the development of oil, gas, 
wind, and solar projects would not 
result in significant direct impacts on 
the species, as these projects typically 
do not occur in riparian corridors. 

We believe we have used the best 
scientific and commercial information 
available in coming to our decision to 
list the western yellow-billed cuckoo as 





a threatened species. The western 
yellow-billed cuckoo has been a 
candidate for listing since 2001. 
Although we were litigated to develop 
a timeframe for moving forward on the 
review of candidate species, the Act 
requires us to promptly make our 
evaluations for species considered 
candidates. Any settlements reached as 
a result of litigation took into 
consideration what was best for 
conservation and protection of 
candidate or sensitive species and were 
not dictated by litigants. 

(46) Comment: The Texas Comptroller 
of Public Accounts stated that they were 
concerned that listing of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo would have 
potential economic impacts on 
landowners, businesses, and 
communities within the boundary of the 
DPS in Texas. The Comptroller also 
stated that additional information is 
needed on the status of the species and 
that the benefits of ongoing conservation 
efforts for the southwestern willow 
flycatcher are adequate to conserve the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. 

Our Response: See our response to 
Comment 45 above for economic 
considerations in the listing process and 
our view on the information used to 
determine the status of the species. In 
regard to conservation measures for the 
southwestern willow flycatcher being 
adequate to conserve the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo, we disagree. 
Although the range of the southwestern 
willow flycatcher and the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo overlap to some 
degree and they are found in similar 
habitats, that is not always the case and 
the two species have very different 
habitat and ecological requirements. 


Public Comments 


Comments on “Endangered” vs. 
“Threatened” Status 


(47) Comment: More than 12,000 
commenters stated that the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo should be listed as 
“endangered” rather than the proposed 
“threatened” status. 

Our Response: The Act defines an 
endangered species as any species that 
is currently “‘in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of 
its range” and a threatened species as 
any species “‘that is likely to become 
endangered throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range within 
the foreseeable future.” Based on the 
available information on the range and 
distribution of the species, the 
immediacy and severity of threats facing 
the species, the persistence of the 
species throughout most of its historical 
range, and the rate of decline of the 


species, we have determined that the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo meets the 
definition of a threatened species rather 
than an endangered species under the 
Act. See the Determination section 
below for additional discussion of our 
rationale for a ‘‘threatened’’ 
determination. 

(48) Comment: One commenter stated 
that the entire species (both in the 
eastern and western United States) 
should be listed as a threatened species 


under the Act. 

Our Response: Our analysis in the 
rule is limited to the petitioned entity 
(western United States), and we have 
not evaluated the status of the eastern 
population of the yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Should new information become 
available about the status, trends, or 
threats facing the eastern population of 
the yellow-billed cuckoo, we would 
evaluate that information at that time, as 
budget and staffing allow. 


Comments on the Distinct Population 
Segment 


(49) Comment: One commenter stated 
that the western DPS of the yellow- 
billed cuckoo also meets significance 
because of persistence of population on 
unusual or unique ecological setting 
(i.e., streamside riparian areas in arid 
West). 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. Yellow-billed cuckoos in 
both the East and West nest in riparian 
habitat. The species in the eastern 
United States has a wider range of 
habitat use, including nesting in upland 
broadleaf woodlands that are not 
available to the species in the West. We 
do not consider riparian habitat as 
unusual or unique habitat under our 
DPS policy. 

(50) Comment: Several commenters 
stated that there had been too many 
studies on the yellow-billed cuckoo and 
other commenters stated that there had 
been too few studies. Genetics and 
taxonomic uniqueness was a suggested 
area of study by one commenter. 

Our Response: Although there has 
been much focus on research on the 
yellow-billed cuckoo, most of these 
efforts have been on survey and 
monitoring. Additional research activity 
is a common response once a species is 
identified for listing under the Act. 
However, other information, such as 
migratory routes, timing, and wintering 
ground use, has been scarce, and we 
agree that there are many areas of the 
life history, ecology, genetics, and 
taxonomy of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo that need further research. 
However, in making our listing 
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determination, we must use the best 
scientific and commercial data available 
in coming to any conclusions on 
whether the species should be listed. 
(51) Comment: One commenter stated 
that the eastern and western yellow- 
billed cuckoos may be interbreeding on 


the wintering grounds. 

Our Response: Because yellow-billed 
cuckoos do not breed on their wintering 
grounds in South America, it is not 
plausible that they are interbreeding 
during this time. 

(52) Comment: Several commenters 
do not believe that differences in 
migration timing between eastern and 
western yellow-billed cuckoos are 
evidence that there is a marked 
separation between the two groups. 

Our Response: The proposed rule and 
this final rule identify a wide variety of 
factors that separates western yellow- 
billed cuckoos from the rest of the 
taxon. Migration timing is one of these 
factors. In general, migration timing is 
governed by forces of natural selection 
that operate over long periods of time. 
Given that populations of eastern and 
western yellow-billed cuckoos arrive on 
their breeding grounds, at the same 
latitude, a month or more apart is 
significant and is most likely governed 
by evolutionary forces. This pattern of 
consistently arriving on their respective 
breeding grounds a month or more apart 
is different from year to year, and 
variations in weather may lead to 
individual birds arriving on the 
breeding grounds a few days earlier or 
later than normal. Please see the 
Distinct Vertebrate Population Segment 
Analysis section, above, for further 
explanation of our rationale for 
determining that the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo is a valid DPS. 

(53) Comment: Three commenters 
stated that they believed that the species 
was not distinct. 

Our Response: The Service is listing 
a DPS rather than a species or 
subspecies. As detailed in the 
Taxonomy section under Background 
and Discreteness section of the Distinct 
Vertebrate Population Segment 
Analysis above, the western DPS of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo coincides with the 
range of the proposed subspecies 
boundary of the “western’”’ yellow-billed 
cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis). However, because there is 
some scientific uncertainty to the 
validity of the subspecies, the Service is 
not listing the subspecies, but rather is 
listing the western DPS. 


Population Numbers 


(54) Comment: Twelve commenters 
stated that there have been recent 
declines of breeding populations of 


western yellow-billed cuckoos in 
various locations of California, Arizona, 
New Mexico, and Colorado. Several 
additional commenters provided their 
personal observations in Arizona, New 
Mexico, and Colorado, which indicated 
that local populations of western 
yellow-billed cuckoos have declined 
over the last 30 years. 

Our Response: These additional 
observations support the information 
that we presented in the proposed and 
this final listing rule regarding 
population trends for the species in 
these States. 

(55) Comment: Nine commenters 
stated that the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo was not threatened, that they 
were either not declining or not 
declining at a rate that would lead to 
extinction, and that yellow-billed 
cuckoos were doing well in the East. 

Our Response: Yellow-billed cuckoos 
in the East are declining at 1.4 to 1.6 
percent per year over the past 43 years 
(Sauer et al. 2012, entire). Based on the 
best available science and data, western 
yellow-billed cuckoos have declined 
dramatically throughout their range over 
the past 150 years. This decline has 
continued in recent years, and with very 
few exceptions (e.g., the South Fork 
Kern River Valley, where the small 
populations appears to be stable, and 
the Lower Colorado River, where the 
population is showing an increase), it is 
continuing to decline. The data and 
information we have used in this final 
rule lead us to conclude that the 
western DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo 
is threatened with extinction. No data 
were presented by commenters that 
show increasing population trends or 
population numbers that contradict our 
conclusion that the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo is a threatened species. 

(56) Comment: Eight comments were 
received on data analysis and proposed 
rule preparation. Issues raised included 
the lack of a population viability 
analysis, the lack of a global population 
analysis, inadequate citations support 
for statements made in the document, 
not providing the names of Service 
biologists who reviewed data, taking a 
California-centric approach in the 
proposed rule, and only providing range 
maps showing the breeding season’s 
range. 

Our Response: Current available 
scientific data on the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo are not sufficient to 
conduct a meaningful population 
viability analysis. Too many of the 
important parameters are not known 
well enough for the results to be 
reliable. The State-by-State and region- 
by-region analysis of the entire range of 
the western DPS of the yellow-billed 


cuckoo is essentially a global population 
analysis. Every attempt has been made 
to be certain that citations support the 
statements made in the proposed and 
this final rule. Where we do not have 
specific reference support we explained 
our rationale based on the best available 
information on coming to any 
conclusions. It is not Service policy to 
list names of document authors or those 
who reviewed data. Much of the 
research that has been conducted on the 
western yellow-billed cuckoos has 
occurred in California, which may lead 
readers to the opinion that the proposed 
rule is California-centric. The winter 
range of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo is not well-known and therefore 
could not be mapped. 

(57) Comment: Several commenters 
stated that western yellow-billed cuckoo 
survey data were missing from the 
proposed rule or the data have been 
updated after the proposed rule was 
published (e.g., Utah, New Mexico, 
Arizona). 

Our Response: We have considered 
this updated information in our final 
listing determination, and the 
information will be considered in the 
final critical habitat designation and 
future recovery plan. 

(58) Comment: One commenter asked 
why western yellow-billed cuckoos are 
continuing to decline with all the 
habitat protection that has been 
happening over the past 25 years. 

Our Response: It is true that 
significant habitat protection and 
restoration has been underway for the 
past 25 to 30 years. Much of this work 
has been done on a project-by-project 
basis or on a smaller scale than will 
likely be necessary for the stabilization 
and recovery of the species. Recovery 
goals for western yellow-billed cuckoos 
and their habitat will be set in the 
recovery plan for the species as it is 
developed. In some areas, such as the 
Sacramento River, western yellow-billed 
cuckoo populations have continued to 
decline even though significant habitat 
restoration activities have been carried 
out. Aging of the existing habitat and 
increased occupancy by invasive 
species, especially edible fig (Ficus 
carica) and black walnut (Juglans sp.), 
may be contributing factors. In addition, 
effects of pesticides on caterpillars may 
be a factor in many areas. It is indeed 
a concern that western yellow-billed 
cuckoos have declined even in areas 
where habitat has been protected and 
has either been stabilized or has 
increased. Further research is needed to 
determine the exact causes of this 
continued decline. 

(59) Comment: One commenter 
questioned our science and asked that 
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all information on western yellow-billed 
cuckoo populations and declines should 
be removed from the discussion in the 
rule. 

Our Response: The information on 
western yellow-billed cuckoo 
population and declines presented in 
the proposed and this final rule is based 
on the best available science. In making 
listing determinations under the Act, we 
must conduct a five-factor analysis on 
the threats facing a species based on the 
best available scientific and commercial 
information. In some cases the 
information on a species’ status and 
trends is unclear or the information 
available is sparse. In these cases, we 
nonetheless must base our 
determinations on the best available 
information. In the case of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo, the available 
information on population status and 
declines is appropriate to include in our 
discussion of the status of the species 
and in making our final determination 
on the species’ listing status of 
threatened. 

(60) Comment: Numerous 
commenters have concerns regarding 
survey methods, comparison of survey 
data, accuracy of survey counts, and 
changes in survey protocols over the 
years for the yellow-billed cuckoo. 

Our Response: Please see response to 
Comment 5 above for our response to 
concerns over the survey protocols and 
other survey concerns. 


Comments on Habitat Use and Species 
Information 


(61) Comment: Several commenters 
indicated that habitat use separates 
eastern and western yellow-billed 
cuckoo populations. One commenter 
further stated that in eastern New 
Mexico and western Texas, yellow- 
billed cuckoos from eastern populations 
nest in monotypic stands of tamarisk, 
while western yellow-billed cuckoos do 
not. The commenter did not provide any 
specific study but based their statement 
on observations. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. Additional research on 
this topic would be valuable. The 
information provided will also be 
considered further in recovery planning. 
See response to Comment 6, above, for 
additional information. 

(62) Comment: One commenter stated 
that yellow-billed cuckoos select much 
different habitat in the East than they do 
in the West. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. We recognize that 


habitat use is different between eastern 
and western populations of yellow- 
billed cuckoos. See our response to 
Comment 6, above, for additional 
discussion on habitat use in the eastern 
and western United States. 

(63) Comment: One commenter stated 
that understory vegetation was as 
important to western yellow-billed 
cuckoos as overstory vegetation. 

Our Response: As stated in the 
proposed listing rule and cited by 
reference in this final rule, the amount, 
size, composition, and density of habitat 
are important habitat selection criteria 
for the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Although habitat characteristics vary 
across the range of the species, 
understory vegetation is an important 
characteristic for the species. For 
example, along the Sacramento River, 
the size of the site, the amount of 
riparian habitat in each 5-mi (8-km) 
river segment, and the presence of 
young woody vegetation (understory) 
were the most important factors in a 
model explaining the distribution of 
yellow-billed cuckoo pairs (Halterman 
1991, p. 30). Along the lower Colorado 
River, in a comparison of occupied 
versus unoccupied habitat, yellow- 
billed cuckoos were found at sites with 
denser riparian vegetation and more 
variation in vegetation density, and less 
tamarisk and shrubby vegetation, 
compared to unoccupied sites (Johnson 
et al. 2012, pp. 15-17). 

(64) Comment: Two commenters 
stated that western yellow-billed 
cuckoos do not need large blocks of 
riparian habitat, and one commenter 
stated that they do not need riparian 
habitat at all. Another commenter stated 
that habitat use and patch size needed 
were not well-defined. 

Our Response: The use of large blocks 
of riparian habitat for yellow-billed 
cuckoos in western United States is 
well-documented. Recent studies of 
habitat use using radio telemetry have 
shown that a western yellow-billed 
cuckoo will use 100 ac (40 ha) of habitat 
or more during the breeding season. See 
our response to Comment 63, above, for 
additional discussion on habitat use by 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 

(65) Comment: Eight commenters 
stated that yellow-billed cuckoos were 
providing ecosystem services by eating 
caterpillars. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. Yellow-billed cuckoos in 
eastern United States, where they are 
more abundant, may be numerous 
enough to control caterpillar 
populations. It is unlikely that the small 


populations in the West are able to have 
an impact on the caterpillar population. 


Comments on Specific Habitat Areas 


(66) Comment: Two commenters 
stated that water transfers from 
agriculture to urban areas and from the 
Kern River Valley to southern California 
were threats to the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. We have identified the 
disruption of “natural” stream 
hydrology and flows as a threat to the 
species. The occupied habitat for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo in the 
South Fork of the Kern River is 
upstream of the control facilities at Lake 
Isabella. Large-scale water diversions 
from the Kern River do not take place 
until downstream of the dam. For the 
Kern River, the majority of water 
available for potential transfer to 
southern California is part of a ground 
water storage program (underground 
water bank). Any actions associated 
with this transfer of water would not 
affect occupied western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat upstream. 

(67) Comment: One commenter stated 
that western yellow-billed cuckoo 
habitat was declining along the Verde 
River in Arizona. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. This is consistent with 
the pattern of habitat loss and 
degradation described in the Factor A 
section of this document. 

(68) Comment: Several commenters 
pointed out the importance of the San 
Pedro River (AZ) and the Gila River (AZ 
and NM) for western yellow-billed 
cuckoos. 

Our Response: We appreciate this 
additional information and have 
considered this in our listing 
determination. The San Pedro River has 
the largest population of western 
yellow-billed cuckoos in Arizona and 
one of the largest in the western DPS, 
and the Gila River also contains an 
important population of western yellow- 
billed cuckoos in both New Mexico and 
Arizona. 

(69) Comment: Commenters in 
Arizona, Wyoming, Montana, and 
Colorado all stated that their State was 
fringe habitat for the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo and did not contribute to 
the conservation of the species. 

Our Response: Southwestern 
Wyoming and western Montana are at 
the northeastern edge of the range of the 
western DPS of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo. These areas at the margin of the 
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range can be very important in 
monitoring the health of a population, 
as they may become unoccupied when 
the population is declining and 
reoccupied when the population is 
increasing. Habitat in Colorado is 
important for the conservation of 
western yellow-billed cuckoos not only 
for the small breeding population, but 
more importantly for habitat for 
migrating western yellow-billed cuckoos 
that nest to the north in Idaho. Arizona 
is at the center of the range of the 
western DPS of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo, and habitat there is vital to the 
DPS’ survival. 

(70) Comment: One commenter 
mentioned that land in New Mexico is 
being retired from agriculture, not 
converted to agriculture. 


Our Response: We appreciate the 
commenter’s statement, but they did not 
provide specific information on the 
subject. Our research on agricultural 
land use changes for New Mexico also 
did not provide any specific information 
on the extent, location, or nature of 
agricultural lands being converted or 
retired; however, it has been estimated 
that over 90 percent of riparian habitat 
within New Mexico has been lost during 
the last century (Krzysik 1990, entire). 


(71) Comment: One commenter stated 
that recent information shows that 
yellow-billed cuckoos that breed in the 
eastern United States then move to 
northwestern Mexico and breed as was 
speculated in another paper is wrong. 


Our Response: Researchers (Rowher 
and Wood 2013 pp. 243-250) have 
recently retracted an earlier assertion 
that yellow-billed cuckoos bred in 
eastern North America and then flew to 
northwestern Mexico and bred a second 
time. We have revised our discussion on 
the subject in this final rule. 


Comments on Factors Affecting the 
Species 


(72) Comment: Three commenters 
addressed the threat of proposed mining 
operations in the Patagonia Mountains 
in south-central Arizona, the declining 
water table, and the decline in western 
yellow-billed cuckoo populations in 
that area. 


Our Response: We concur that gravel 
mining and other mining activity can 
impact the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo and its habitat. This is a 
localized threat that is discussed under 
Factor A section of the final rule. See 
Factor A. The Present or Threatened 
Destruction, Modification, or 
Curtailment of its Habitat or Range, for 
additional discussion on the threat of 
mining. 





Grazing Impacts 


(73) Comment: One commenter 
indicated that impacts to livestock 
ranchers are unequal east and west of 
the DPS line, making for unfair 
economic competition. 

Our Response: According to the Act, 
we are to make listing determinations 
solely on the basis of the best scientific 
and commercial data available. The 
economic impact of listing is only 
considered when designating critical 
habitat for a listed species. We will 
consider the incremental impacts on 
livestock grazing operations during our 
designation of critical habitat for the 
species. 

(74) Comment: One commenter stated 
that livestock grazing improves the 
ecological condition of riparian systems, 
while another stated that in the past 
cattle grazing was destructive, but that 
it was no longer a problem in riparian 
habitats. 

Our Response: We identified past and 
current grazing activity in riparian areas 
occupied by the species to be a threat 
to the western yellow-billed cuckoo. We 
are not aware of any science or data that 
support the statement that livestock 
grazing improves the ecological 
condition of riparian systems. The 
western yellow-billed cuckoo nesting 
habitat is structurally complex with tall 
trees, a multistoried vegetative 
understory, low woody vegetation 
(Halterman 1991, p. 35), and higher 
shrub area than sites without western 
yellow-billed cuckoos (Hammond 2011, 
p. 48). Livestock grazing alters 
understory vegetation, trampling 
existing vegetation, reducing density, or 
eliminating new growth in riparian 
areas and thereby hampering 
recruitment of woody species that, 
when mature, provide nest sites. 
Furthermore, the relatively cool, damp, 
and shady areas favored by western 
yellow-billed cuckoos are those favored 
by livestock over the surrounding drier 
uplands. This can concentrate the 
effects of habitat degradation from 
livestock in western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat (Ames 1977, p. 49; 
Valentine et a/. 1988, p. 111; Johnson 
1989, pp. 38-39; Clary and Kruse 2004, 
pp. 242-243). 

Controlled and seasonal livestock 
grazing can occur in a manner that is 
compatible with the management of 
western yellow-billed cuckoo habitat, 
although effective monitoring and 
management would most likely be 
needed especially in the more arid 
regions of the Southwest. Current 
grazing management practices are less 
harmful to riparian systems than some 
past practices. However, especially 


during droughts, riparian zones can still 
be grazed in a manner that may degrade 
riparian habitat attributes and prevent 
long-term health and persistence of 
these systems. 


Habitat Loss 


(75) Comment: One commenter stated 
that just because California destroyed its 
riparian habitat that other States should 
not bear the burden of listing. 

Our Response: Listing determinations 
are based on habitat and population 
trends and threats. A severe threat in 
one portion of the range can lead to 
listing throughout the range. However, 
for the western yellow-billed cuckoo, 
there is abundant evidence that riparian 
habitat has been lost throughout the 
range of the species. This loss is greater 
in some areas than in others, but the 
threats to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo through habitat loss, as detailed 
in this final rule, are widespread and 
not limited to California (see Summary 
of Factors Affecting the Species for 
additional discussion of threats affecting 
the species). 

(76) Comment: Three commenters 
stated that the proposed rule does not 
show a causal link between habitat loss 
and population declines. 

Our Response: We disagree. The data 
and information utilized for the 
proposed and final rules show a strong 
link between the declines in the western 
DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo and 
riparian habitat. The Historical and 
Current Status section of the proposed 
rule, which is incorporated (by 
reference) into this final rule, lists 
numerous examples where riparian 
forests were removed and the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo population 
declined. In addition, literature is 
referenced in the rule that provides 
abundant additional supporting 
examples connecting loss of habitat to 
western yellow-billed cuckoo 
population declines. Factor A under the 
Summary of Factors Affecting the 
Species section in this final rule details 
the threats to riparian habitat both in the 
past and present. 

(77) Comment: Three commenters 
said that riparian habitat may have 
declined by 90 percent in the past, but 
that it now is increasing. One 
commenter said that there is no 
evidence that habitat is being adversely 
affected by natural or manmade factors. 

Our Response: Riparian habitat is 
increasing in some areas, but at the 
same time is decreasing or becoming 
less suitable in other areas. The overall 
trend throughout the range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo is not 
known. Simply measuring the extent of 
riparian habitat from one time period to 
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the next will not tell what the effect on 
western yellow-billed cuckoos will be. 
Tens of thousands of acres of riparian 
habitat still exist on the Lower Colorado 
River, but almost all of it, with the 
exception of the recently planted 
restoration sites, is comprised only of 
tamarisk that does not support western 
yellow-billed cuckoos. Tamarisk 
domination has occurred on many river 
systems through the range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. Along 
other streams like the Sacramento River, 
other invasive species, such as edible fig 
and black walnut, have become 
dominant, and these areas now provide 
lower quality habitat for western 
yellow-billed cuckoos even though the 
overall acreage of riparian habitat has 
risen over the past 20 years. In many 
river systems in the Great Basin, 
Russian olive (E/aeagnus angustifolia) is 
now the dominant species, and it has 
reduced the habitat value for western 
yellow-billed cuckoos. In response to 
the second part of the comment, the 
discussion under the section The 
Present or Threatened Destruction, 
Modification, or Curtailment of its 
Habitat or Range details the effect that 
human activities have had and are 
continuing to have on riparian systems 
throughout the range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. 

(78) Comment: One commenter asked 
that all statements regarding threats 
from water projects and water 
management should be removed from 
the document. 

Our Response: Threats from water 
projects and water management are 
significant threats as detailed in the 
proposed and this final rule. As such, 
discussion of these threats is 
appropriate. See discussion under the 
Habitat Loss from Dams and Alteration 
of Hydrology section for additional 
information. 


Drought 


(79) Comment: One commenter stated 
that western yellow-billed cuckoos had 
declined because of the drought and 
will recover now that the rains have 
returned. 

Our Response: While drought may 
have a negative effect on western 
yellow-billed cuckoo populations, the 
declines in the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo’s range and populations have 
occurred through both wet and dry 
periods over the past 150 years. 


Pesticides and Disease 


(80) Comment: One commenter stated 
that dichlorodipheny|trichloroethane 
(DDT) does not thin eggshells and that 
western yellow-billed cuckoo eggshells 


in the West are thicker because there is 
more calcium in the West. 

Our Response: There is a large body 
of literature linking environmental DDT 
and its derivatives (e.g., 
dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene 
(DDE)) to eggshell thinning in birds. 
Calcium deficiency can cause eggshell 
thinning in bird eggs, but this effect has 
not been demonstrated through region- 
by-region comparisons or a population- 
to-population comparisons. Trees and 
shrubs rarely show the effects of 
calcium deficiency within either the 
eastern or western range of the yellow- 
billed cuckoo in North America. 
Yellow-billed cuckoos would obtain 
calcium from their prey, which would 
obtain calcium from the leaves they eat. 
It is not clear that environmental 
calcium is more available in riparian 
zones in the West than it is in the East. 
It is also unclear as to what effect an 
abundance of environmental calcium 
has on yellow-billed cuckoo bird 
eggshells. There are no scientific studies 
that the Service is aware of on this 
topic. 

(81) Comment: One commenter stated 
that rotenone used by Game and Fish 
agencies to kill fish may have injured 
western yellow-billed cuckoos. 

Our Response: Although rotenone is 
classified as a broad-spectrum pesticide 
and has been used to control insects, we 
are not aware of any information that 
the use of the chemical as a piscicide 
(control of fish) has harmed the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. The exposure risk 
of rotenone to terrestrial birds is low, 
and studies have shown that it would 
take levels of consumption of fish, 
vegetation, and/or water that are not 
physically possible or probable to reach 
a lethal dose (Finlayson et al. 2000, p. 
193). The commenter did not provide 
information on the possible mechanism 
behind this perceived threat. 

(82) Comment: One commenter stated 
that West Nile virus was a reason that 
yellow-billed cuckoos have declined. 

Our Response: As discussed below in 
the Disease or Predation section, the 
U.S. Geological Survey’s National 
Wildlife Health Center has identified 
the yellow-billed cuckoo as a species 
that is subject to the effects of West Nile 
virus and the Center for Disease 
Control’s (CDC) Vector-Borne Disease 
Web site reports that West Nile virus 
has been documented in a dead yellow- 
billed cuckoo (Center for Disease 
Control 2012). The information on the 
impact of West Nile virus to the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo does not suggest 
that it has undergone a precipitous 
decline coincident with the relatively 
recent arrival of West Nile virus in 
western North America, and no 


scientific data indicate this disease as a 
major factor in the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo’s decline. 

(83) Comment: One commenter stated 
that most pesticides are used in highly 
populated areas by people who do not 
follow label instructions. 

Our Response: While this statement 
may be true, western yellow-billed 
cuckoos rarely occur in or near highly 
populated areas and are much more 
likely to be affected by application of 
pesticides on adjacent agricultural 
fields. See “Pesticides” section, below, 
for further information on the impacts of 
pesticides on the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. 

(84) Comment: Two commenters 
mentioned, and included references on, 
the new threat of neonicotinoid 
pesticides, which are extremely toxic to 
caterpillars. 

Our Response: Neonicotinoid 
pesticides are systemic chemicals that 
are taken up through various plant parts 
and can be distributed through a plant’s 
tissues. These chemicals can be applied 
to a plant as a seed coating, through soil 
contact, through irrigation water, or as 
a foliar spray. Many of these chemicals 
are long-acting, with half-lives up to 2 
years. Plant tissues that have been 
treated are toxic to both sap-sucking 
(e.g., aphids and true bugs) and foliage- 
eating insects (e.g., caterpillars, 
katydids, grasshoppers, and beetles). 
Many of these foliage-eating insects are 
potential prey of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. This information has 
been incorporated into this final rule. 


Additional Threats 


(85) Comment: Several commenters 
stated that there were threats to western 
yellow-billed cuckoos that were not 
discussed in the proposed rule. These 
included threats from recreational 
shooting, threats from solar generation 
sites, and threats from wind power. 

Our Response: All the activities may 
impact the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. In our evaluation of threats, we 
identified those threats that rise to the 
level of being a threat to the continued 
existence of the species. Although these 
activities affect the species, we do not 
find that these activities would have a 
significant effect on the species. 


Comment on Regulatory Mechanisms 


(86) Comment: Five commenters 
stated that Factor D, inadequacy of 
existing regulatory mechanisms, is also 
a significant threat. Other commenters 
stated that the proposed rule ignored the 
Federal regulatory mechanisms that 
protect western yellow-billed cuckoos 
and their habitat. 
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Our Response: The proposed and this 
final rule present a detailed discussion 
of Federal, State, and international laws 
and regulations that provide some 
protection and conservation benefit to 
the western DPS of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo. The western yellow-billed 
cuckoo has continued to decline, and its 
habitat has continued to be lost and 
degraded. In determining if a species is 
to be added to the List of Endangered or 
Threatened Wildlife, the species needs 
only to be threatened by one of the five 
factors listed in section 4(a)(1) of the 
Act. According to our analysis of the 
best scientific and commercial 
information available, the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo is threatened by 
both Factors A and E. Our evaluation of 
Factor D discusses the extent to which 
the inadequacy of each existing 
regulatory mechanism exacerbates the 
threats evaluated in Factors A and E. An 
individual regulatory mechanism may 
reduce a threat to a greater or lesser 
extent, but none separately or in 
combination reduces any of the threats 
to the point that they are no longer 
threats to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, 


Comment on Cumulative Effects 


(87) Comment: Several commenters 
stated that the proposed rule needs 
more emphasis on cumulative effects. 

Our Response: We recognize that 
cumulative effects are important. 
Cumulative effects are discussed in 
several sections of the proposed and this 
final rule, including the section of water 
management, grazing, climate change, 
and pesticide use. Please see those 
sections for additional information on 
the impacts of cumulative effects on the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. 


Comment on Conservation Measures 


(88) Comment: Eighteen commenters 
discussed conservation measures and 
indicated that benefits from 
conservation measures were not 
discussed and that conservation 
measures for other species should “‘take 
care” of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. Others stated that there was a 
need to quantify the benefits of riparian 
habitat restoration to western yellow- 
billed cuckoos. 

Our Response: Conservation measures 
and their effect on western yellow-billed 
cuckoos are discussed in the proposed 
and this final rule. The majority of 
currently implemented conservation 
measures focus on species other than 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Conservation measures that are carried 
out for other species may have a 
positive effect on the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo, but western yellow-billed 


cuckoos, while being a riparian obligate 
species, have different ecological 
requirements than other species that are 
already listed (e.g., southwestern willow 
flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo). As a 
result, it has not been proven that the 
conservation measures outlined by 
commenters would ‘‘take care”’ of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo and its 
habitat. In regards to quantification of 
the benefits habitat restoration, we 
readily acknowledge that any well- 
developed and maintained restoration 
efforts will most likely benefit the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo and its 
habitat. However, we have found that, 
in some cases, even when habitat 
restoration has been completed, the 
benefit to the species has not been clear, 
as some areas still remain unoccupied 
or their numbers continue to decline. 

(89) Comment: Two commenters were 
concerned that the listing of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo would disrupt 
recovery efforts for the southwestern 
willow flycatcher and the Rio Grande 
silvery minnow (Hybognathus amarus). 

Our Response: We disagree. Although 
additional coordination would be 
required to ensure that the habitat and 
species needs for all three species was 
occurring for a potential recovery 
action, we do not believe that that 
process would favor or harm any one 
single species in particular. In fact, by 
implementing recovery efforts for two or 
more species it would present 
opportunities that may be larger in scale 
or allow greater flexibility than smaller 
disjointed efforts for single species 
conservation. 


Comments on Potential Exemptions 
(Section 4(d) Rule) 


(90) Comment: Several commenters 
requested that rules under section 4(d) 
of the Act be included in the listing to 
exempt the following activities: (a) Oil 
and gas development and other 
economic activities; (b) riparian 
restoration activities; (c) all existing 
conservation activities; and (d) land and 
water use activities. 

Our Response: Section 4(d) of the Act 
allows the Secretary the discretion to 
issue such regulations as [s]he deems 
necessary and advisable to provide for 
the conservation of a species. The 
Service’s standard policy (under 50 CFR 
17.31(a)) for issuing prohibitions for 
threatened species is to apply all the 
prohibitions applicable to endangered 
species to a threatened species unless 
otherwise revoked by issuance of more 
specific prohibitions. In the case of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, we 
reviewed whether the “standard” 
prohibitions apply or whether more 
specific prohibitions might be 


appropriate for the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. Based on our review, we 
have determined that modifying our 
“standard” regulations for a threatened 
species would not be necessary and 
advisable in providing for the 
conservation of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. If new or additional 
information is received that may suggest 
that a rule issued under section 4(d) of 
the Act may be appropriate, we would 
review such information and, if 
appropriate, issue a proposed section 
4(d) rule for public comment prior to 
developing any final section 4(d) 
prohibitions for the species. 


Listing Process Public Input 


(91) Comment: Eight comments were 
received on the listing process. This 
included statements regarding: 
Inadequate public feedback, that listing 
decisions should reflect customs and 
cultures of the local community, that 
court settlements should not be a factor 
in listing decisions, and that a finding 
of warranted but precluded should have 
been maintained as a possibility. 

Our Response: In accordance with the 
Act and the Administrative Procedure 
Act (5 U.S.C. Subchapter II), and our 
regulations in Title 50 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR), we have 
solicited public comment on our 
proposed listing action. The comment 
period was reopened twice to insure 
that the public had ample opportunity 
to comment on the proposed rule. 
Listing endangered or threatened 
species is a process that examines 
threats to the species. Although customs 
and cultures of local communities are 
important considerations, they are not 
part of the listing process under the Act. 
Court settlements were not a factor in 
preparation of the proposed rule to list 
the western DPS of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo as a threatened species. The 
court settlement simply guaranteed that 
the Service would do an analysis of the 
western DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo 
and determine if it should be listed as 
an endangered species or a threatened 
species or not listed. Regarding 
maintaining the warranted-but- 
precluded category as a listing 
possibility, the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo was previously found to be 
“warranted but precluded,” in 2001; the 
next step in the listing process is to 
either propose it for listing (and finalize 
the proposal if appropriate) or make a 
finding that the species is no longer 
warranted for listing. 


Use of the Best Available Scientific and 
Commercial Information 


(92) Comment: Ten commenters said 
that the science used in the proposed 
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rule is flawed, inaccurate, and biased 
and is not the best available science. 
Several commenters indicated that the 
Service should only select the ‘‘best’’ 
data from the data that was available. 

Our Response: All available sources of 
data on distribution and abundance of 
yellow-billed cuckoos in the western 
United States were consulted, reviewed, 
and used in the proposed rule. We also 
provided the proposed rule for peer 
review to five knowledgeable 
individuals with scientific expertise that 
included familiarity with the yellow- 
billed cuckoo and its habitat, biological 
needs, and threats. We reviewed all 
comments we received from the peer 
reviewers for substantive issues and 
new information regarding the listing of 
the western DPS of the yellow-billed 
cuckoo. The peer reviewers generally 
concurred with our methods and 
conclusions, and provided additional 
information, clarifications, and 
suggestions to improve this final rule. 
Additional data were provided by 
commenters, including Federal and 
State wildlife and resource agencies, but 
none of that additional data changed the 
pattern of western yellow-billed cuckoo 
distribution and abundance presented 
in the proposed rule. In response to the 
selection of data, we conclude that it is 
much better to present and discuss all 
available pertinent data in our 
determinations, rather than be 
subjective and select which data to 
present and review. We have made our 
determination in this final rule solely 
based on the best available scientific 
and commercial data available as 
required by section 4(b)(1)(A) of the Act. 

93) Comment: One commenter stated 
that the Service did not cite papers in 
the proposed rule that were cited in the 
12-month finding. 

Our Response: The proposed rule is 
an updated and more thorough review 
of the best available information on the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo and is an 
independent document from the 12- 
month finding (66 FR 38611; July 25, 
2001). Additional research has been 
completed on the species, and 
additional peer-reviewed papers have 
been published and reports written over 
the past 13 years that supersede 
previously published paper and reports. 
The new information in some cases has 
confirmed, updated, or revised older 
research. These are all reasons that some 
papers that were cited in the 12-month 
finding are not directly cited in the 
proposed rule. However, information 
and research cited in the 12-month 
finding is still part of the decisional 
record for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo and included (by reference) in 
this final rule. 


(94) Comment: One commenter said 
that two recent peer reviewed papers 
(Villarreal et al. 2014 and Wallace et al. 
2013) that were not cited in the 
proposed rule are not valid. 

Our Response: The Service 
appreciates the commenter drawing our 
attention to these papers that had 
published after the proposed rule was 
published in the Federal Register 
(October 3, 2013). We will evaluate 
these peer-reviewed papers, which deal 
with modeling western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat using remote sensing, 
and with the commenter’s concerns in 
mind, we will consider them in our 
final critical habitat designation as 
appropriate. 

95) Comment: One commenter stated 
that they did not like the use of data 
from the Arizona Breeding Bird Atlas 
(Corman and Wise-Gervais 2005, pp. 
202-203) in the proposed rule. 

Our Response: Arizona Breeding Bird 
Atlas data (Corman and Wise-Gervais 
2005, pp. 202—203) were used in the 
proposed rule to demonstrate that 
western yellow-billed cuckoos are found 
on a small percentage of the landscape 
in Arizona. Breeding bird atlases are an 
important source of information on bird 
distribution and abundance in areas 
where they are available. To not present 
these data would be contrary to our 
requirement to use the best available 
science in listing decisions. 


Property Rights 


(96) Comment: Two commenters 
stated that listing the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo will restrict property 
rights and access to public lands. 

Our Response: This comment was 
presented generally with no specific 
instances or information. It is very 
unlikely that listing the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo will have the effect of 
limiting access to public lands. Direct 
human disturbance is not seen as a 
major threat to the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo as discussed in the final 
rule. It is unclear what the commenter 
meant by restriction of property rights, 
but it is not likely that listing the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo will have 
an adverse effect on private property 
ownership or use. 


Summary of Changes From Proposed 
Rule 


Based upon our review of the public 
comments, comments from other 
Federal and State agencies, peer review 
comments, and any new relevant 
information that may have become 
available since the publication of the 
proposal, we reevaluated our proposed 
rule and made changes as appropriate. 
Other than minor clarifications and 


incorporation of additional information 
on the species’ biology, this final rule 
has not changed significantly from the 
proposed rule. Changes to the final rule 
include: (1) Updates to the life-history 
information of the species’ vocalizations 
and how these changes may have 
affected survey results for the species; 
(2) updates to survey data (though no 
new populations have been located and 
no major increases have been noted in 
the past 2 years); (3) updates to the 
threats in Factor A; and (4) the addition 
of threats of neonicotinoid pesticides in 
Factor E. 

We did receive information from the 
State of Washington regarding habitat 
use in the Pacific Northwest including 
western Oregon, western Washington, 
and southwestern British Columbia. 
This information updates our Habitat 
Use and Needs section of the proposed 
listing rule. In describing habitat use by 
the species, we stated that the species 
requires large blocks of habitat in 
riparian landscapes for breeding. In the 
description of breeding habitat, the 
document generally focuses on riparian 
areas in arid environments as this is 
where the majority of confirmed 
breeding now occurs. The result gives 
the impression that the species does not 
currently use or has not historically 
used more moist riparian areas such as 
northern California, western Oregon, 
western Washington, and southwestern 
British Columbia, Canada, as breeding 
habitat. Although breeding for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo has not 
been recently confirmed in Oregon, 
Washington, and British Columbia, 
these more moist areas are within the 
historic breeding range of the species. 
Recent observations indicate that 
western yellow-billed cuckoos 
occasionally occur in these areas and 
the possibility of breeding in Oregon, 
Washington, and British Columbia 
cannot be ruled out at this time. We are 
not including the Habitat Use and 
Needs section in this final rule, but are 
updating the information here and 
incorporating the remainder of the 
discussion contained in the proposed 
rule by reference. 


Summary of Factors Affecting the 
Species 

Section 4 of the Act and its 
implementing regulations (50 CFR 424) 
set forth the procedures for adding 
species to the Federal Lists of 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife 
and Plants. A species may be 
determined to be an endangered or 
threatened species due to one or more 
of the five factors described in section 
4(a)(1) of the Act: (A) The present or 
threatened destruction, modification, or 
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curtailment of its habitat or range; (B) 
overutilization for commercial, 
recreational, scientific, or educational 
purposes; (C) disease or predation; (D) 
the inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms; or (E) other natural or 
manmade factors affecting its continued 
existence. Listing actions may be 
warranted based on any of the above 
threat factors, singly or in combination. 
Each of these factors is discussed below. 


A. The Present or Threatened 
Destruction, Modification, or 
Curtailment of Its Habitat or Range 


The decline of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo is primarily the result of 
riparian habitat loss and degradation. 
Within the three States with the highest 
historical number of western yellow- 
billed cuckoo pairs, past riparian habitat 
losses are estimated to be about 90 to 95 
percent in Arizona, 90 percent in New 
Mexico, and 90 to 99 percent in 
California (Ohmart 1994, pp. 276-281; 
DOI 1994, p. 215; Noss et al. 1995, pp. 
37, 46; Greco 2008, p. 5). Many of these 
habitat losses occurred historically, and 
although habitat destruction continues, 
many past impacts have subsequent 
ramifications that are ongoing and are 
affecting the size, extent, and quality of 
riparian vegetation within the range of 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. The 
connection between habitat loss and the 
decline of western yellow-billed 
cuckoos is thoroughly documented in 
California (Gaines and Laymon 1984, 
pp. 49-80). These adverse impacts to 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo’s 
habitat including habitat loss and 
degradation are occurring now and are 
anticipated to continue for decades to 
come. 

Moreover, these impacts are often 
subtle. As described in the Habitat Use 
and Needs section in the proposed rule, 
during the breeding season the habitat 
of the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
consists of expansive blocks of riparian 
vegetation containing trees of various 
ages, including in particular larger, 
more mature trees used for nesting and 
foraging. In order for these areas to 
remain as viable western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat, the dynamic transitional 
process of vegetation recruitment and 
maturity must be maintained. Without 
such a process of ongoing recruitment, 
habitat becomes degraded and is 
eventually lost. In our discussion below, 
we identify human impacts to riparian 
vegetation as resulting in current and 
ongoing destruction and modification of 
existing and future potential habitat for 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 

Past actions by humans have resulted 
in changes to the landscape, the 
hydrology, or both such that they 


prevent the riparian plants that are the 
basis of the species’ habitat from 
growing at all. The consequences of 
these past actions may have initially 
resulted in destruction or modification 
of then-existing riparian habitat; 
however, once that habitat is lost, the 
changed conditions (such as changed 
hydrologic regime) also prevents 
riparian habitat from regenerating, even 
in the absence of other impacts. For 
example, channelization—through 
manmade levees or other constructs, or 
through channel incising as a 
consequence of other actions—may 
leave the geographical area where 
riparian plants once grew (such as the 
watercourse’s floodplain) physically 
untouched, but the altered hydrology 
prevents riparian plant species from 
germinating and growing. 

Principal causes of riparian habitat 
destruction, modification, and 
degradation in the range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo have occurred 
from alteration of hydrology due to 
dams, water diversions, management of 
riverflow that differs from natural 
hydrological patterns, channelization, 
and levees and other forms of bank 
stabilization that encroach into the 
floodplain. These losses are further 
exacerbated by conversion of 
floodplains for agricultural uses, such as 
crops and livestock grazing. In 
combination with altered hydrology, 
these threats promote the conversion of 
existing primarily native habitats to 
monotypic stands of nonnative 
vegetation, which reduce the suitability 
of riparian habitat for the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. Other threats to 
riparian habitat include long-term 
drought and climate change. These 
threats are summarized in a recent 
detailed review of the literature on the 
subject (Poff et a/. 2011, pp. 1241-1254), 
Water management and delivery 
throughout the western United States is 
contentious, and resolving issues related 
to water allocation is difficult and often 
a lengthy, heavily contested process. 
The exact timeframe for resolving water 
management and delivery issues and 
their impact on the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo and its habitat would vary 
on the location, resource demands, 
sensitive habitat or species concerns, 
stakeholders, and amount of water 
available. As a result, we would expect 
that resolving water issues for the 
various uses (agriculture, urbanization, 
wildlife, and tribal interests) in the west 
will be a lengthy ongoing process and 
not be resolved in the near future (10— 
20 years) and may take substantially 
longer considering the increased 
demands and the effects of climate 





change. The Factor A threats are 
described in more detail below. 
Moreover, past and ongoing impacts to 
the species’ habitat are working in 
combination with other threats, which 
are discussed in greater detail in Factors 
C and E, below. 


Habitat Loss From Dams and Alteration 
of Hydrology Dams 


Several researchers and scientific 
organizations including the Service 
reviewed the following effects of human 
modification of natural hydrological 
processes on riparian habitat, including 
those from dams (Poff et al. 1997, pp. 
769-784; Greco 1999, pp. 36-38; 
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) 
2002, pp. 145-150; Service 2002, 
Appendix I, pp. 1-12). Dams result in 
an immediate effect of destroying 
riparian structure and functioning due 
to habitat displacement from dam 
construction and by permanent 
inundation, sometimes flooding miles of 
upstream riparian areas. This results in 
the physical loss of riparian vegetation. 
In the absence of vegetation, the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo cannot breed, feed, 
or find shelter. Current and future 
releases of water downstream from 
dams at unnatural rates of flow or 
timing that differ from preconstruction 
hydrologic circumstances, or at too 
frequent or too infrequent intervals, may 
lead to flooding or desiccation beyond 
the tolerance limits of the native 
riparian vegetation, thus resulting in 
loss of habitat of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. 

Dam construction has been occurring 
since the settlement of western North 
America with its peak in the mid-20th 
century. These include most major 
western rivers, many of which have a 
series of dams, and include, but are not 
limited to, the Sacramento, Kern, San 
Joaquin, Mojave, Snake, Gila, Salt, 
Verde, and Rio Grande, including 25 
major reservoirs built on the Colorado 
and Green Rivers alone between the 
1930s and 1970s (Richter et al. 1998, p. 
332). In northern Mexico, these rivers 
include the Rio Conchos, Yaqui, and 
Mayo, Rio Bambuto, Rio Bravo, 
Tubutama, La Reforma, Cuchujaqui 
River in Alamos, Aconchi and Baviacora 
in Rio Sonora, and Upper San Pedro 
River in Sonora (Instituto del Media 
Ambiente y el Desarrollo Sustentable 
del Estado de Sonora (IMADES) 2003, p. 
4; Kelly and Arias Rojo 2007, pp. 2-3; 
Cornell et al. 2008, p. 96). 

There are now dozens of large dams 
and scores of smaller dams on rivers 
throughout the range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. Today, the rate of 
building new dams has slowed because 
most of the highest quality dam sites 
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already have dams constructed on them. 
There were proposals to build two dams 
on Cottonwood Creek, one of the major 
tributaries of the Sacramento River 
(USACE 1982), but it is not clear when 
or if these dams will be built. A larger 
current threat is the enlargement 
(raising of dams or control structures) of 
existing dams. The enlargement of 
Terminus Dam on the Tule River in 
California by 21 ft (6.5 m) in height was 
completed in 2004 (Barcouda et al. 
2006, p. 12), and proposals to enlarge 
Shasta Dam on the Sacramento River by 
up to 18.5 ft (5.7 m) in height and 
increasing its storage capacity 
(Reclamation 1999, pp. 3-8; 
Reclamation 2013, pp. ES 15-22) and 
Friant Dam on the San Joaquin River by 
up to 140 ft (43 m) in height are being 
explored (Reclamation 2003, pp. 3.1- 
3.8), and the raising of Lake Isabella on 
the Kern River by the USACE is in the 
final stages of implementation (USACE 
2012, pp. 1-4). Larger dams with 
additional storage would likely flood 
potential western yellow-billed cuckoo 
habitat upstream and cause additional 
hydrologic disruption downstream. 
While the amount of habitat lost 
within the construction zone of a dam 
is relatively small, far greater amounts 
of habitat are destroyed in the areas of 
inundation and through the ongoing 
effects of the amount and timing of 
water releases through the dam 
operation, which affects both upstream 
and downstream habitats. Ongoing 
downstream effects to riparian habitat 
from dams include changes in sediment 
transport due to sediment retention 
behind the dams so that channels below 
a dam become increasingly “sediment 
starved.” This situation causes vertical 
erosion (downcutting), which can lead 
to loss of river terraces that sustain 
riparian vegetation (NAS 2002, pp. 145- 
150; Poff et al. 2009, pp. 773-774; Poff 
and Zimmerman 2010, pp. 196-197). 
Ongoing operations of los dams can 
also dampen the magnitude of normal 
high flows, thus preventing cottonwood 
germination (Howe and Knopf 1991, p. 
218), and dewater downstream reaches, 
causing substantial declines of riparian 
forests (NAS 2002, pp. 145-150). For 
example, Groschupf (1987, p. 19) found 
that almost all cottonwoods and over 
half of all willow trees were eliminated 
from one waterway in Arizona that was 
exposed to repeated large releases of 
water from a dam. This situation 
reduced the density of western yellow- 
billed cuckoos from 13 per 100 ac (40 
ha) before the flooding to 3 per 100 ac 
(40 ha) after the flooding (Groschupf 
1987, p. 19). In another example, a 
study of the San Joaquin River from 
downstream of the Friant Dam to the 


Merced River confluence found that, 
between 1937 and 1993, the area of 
riparian forest and scrub decreased 28 
percent, from 6,787 to 4,914 ac (2,727 to 
1,989 ha), and the herbaceous riparian 
vegetation decreased from 4,076 to 780 
ac (1,650 to 316 ha) (Jones and Stokes 
Associates, Inc. 1998, Chap. 5, pp. 1—2). 
These losses are most likely attributed 
to reduced stream flow down the river 
as a result of water diversions. 

In the case of the San Joaquin River, 
efforts are under way for restoring a 
more natural functioning hydrologic 
system and to restore riparian habitat 
(Reclamation 2012, pp. 7-8). Generally, 
in the absence of ongoing dam 
operations, where areas are allowed to 
flood and deposit sediment, the habitat 
is likely to regenerate naturally. 
However, because of the way the 
majority of dams are operated, the 
ability for the stream courses to promote 
natural regeneration and maintenance of 
riparian habitat has been greatly 
diminished. These impacts are 
happening now and are likely to 
continue without changes to water 
release strategies and management. 

After the completion of the larger 
dams on the Colorado River system 
starting in the 1930s, limited pulse 
flows reached the lower Colorado River 
in Mexico for nearly 50 years, resulting 
in the loss of cottonwood—willow forests 
and the establishment of tamarisk 
(Glenn et al. 2001, pp. 1175-1186; 
Nagler et al. 2005, pp. 1843-1844). 
Local decline of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo and other riparian birds 
has been attributed to that habitat loss 
and degradation (Hinojosa-Huerta et al. 
2008, p. 81). Additionally, along the Rio 
Altar in northern Mexico, completion of 
the Cuauhtémoc Dam and Reservoir 
(Presa Cuauhtémoc) in 1950 diverted 
surface water and contributed to 
increased vegetation clearing for 
agriculture, degradation of mature 
cottonwood forests, and subsequent 
declines in distribution and abundance 
of riparian bird species associated with 
these forests (Flesch 2008, p. 43), 
including the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, which is known to occur there. 
In addition to past habitat losses, the 
altered hydrology caused by dams 
continues to have an ongoing impact on 
riparian habitat. 

While alteration of hydrology due to 
dam construction and other water 
supply projects has been widely 
implicated in the loss and degradation 
of downstream riparian habitat for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo (Gaines 
and Laymon 1984, p. 73; Greco 1999, 
pp. 36-38; Greco 2012, pp. 8-9), some 
dams have resulted in temporary habitat 
expansion for the western yellow-billed 


cuckoo within the immediate upstream 
influence of the associated reservoirs. 
For example, one of the largest 
concentrations of western yellow-billed 
cuckoo in New Mexico occurs at the 
inflow to Elephant Butte Reservoir on 
the middle Rio Grande (Sechrist et al. 
2009, p. 1; Ahlers and Moore 2011, pp. 
19-20). Western yellow-billed cuckoo 
numbers increased following several 
years when water levels receded and 
riparian vegetation expanded into the 
exposed area of the reservoir pool. The 
western yellow-billed cuckoo 
population there continues to increase, 
likely as a result of continued 
drawdown from long-term drought that 
allows maturation of the riparian forest 
into suitable breeding habitat (Ahlers 
and Moore 2011, pp. 19-20). Drought 
patterns are cyclical, and, when wetter 
conditions return to the region, 
Elephant Butte Reservoir likely will be 
refilled. When this happens, 
approximately 92 percent of 44 to 87 
pairs of western yellow-billed cuckoos 
there (detected during the 2007 and 
2008 surveys) would be displaced 
through inundation (Reclamation 2009, 
pp. 64-65). 

The threat to the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo’s habitat from fluctuating 
water levels behind dams is likely to 
occur elsewhere in the range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. In 
California, the State’s second largest 
population of western yellow-billed 
cuckoos occurs within the inflow delta 
footprint of Lake Isabella, a dammed 
reservoir on the Kern River. Breeding 
western yellow-billed cuckoos are also 
found at other reservoir inflow deltas, 
such as Horseshoe Reservoir on the 
Verde River (Dockens and Ashbeck 
2011a, p. 1) and the Tonto Creek and 
Salt River inflows to Roosevelt Lake in 
Arizona (Salt River Project 2002, pp. 
61-67). 

The temporary gain in riparian habitat 
at the inflow of reservoirs can be 
beneficial to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo by providing large expanses of 
additional nesting and foraging habitat 
during a sequence of low-water years. 
However, the value of such habitat is 
affected by fluctuating water levels 
between years. Drastically fluctuating 
water levels with alternating inundation 
and desiccation cycles have been 
associated with fluctuations in 
populations of western yellow-billed 
cuckoos that breed in reservoir inflow 
sites (Laymon and Williams 2002, pp. 
12-13; Henneman 2008, pp. 12—13). For 
example, along the Kern River, western 
yellow-billed cuckoo numbers increased 
during low reservoir levels for multiple 
years when vegetation recolonized the 
drawdown area (Laymon et al. 1997, p. 
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10), but western yellow-billed cuckoos 
moved to other sites during a wet year 
when lake levels rose and flooded out 
habitat (Launer et a/. 1990, p. 10; 
Halterman et a/. 2001, p. 20). When the 
water receded, it took up to 2 years for 
western yellow-billed cuckoos to return 
to breed in the area; however, this 
return was at reduced numbers even 
though the habitat returned to previous 
levels (Laymon and Williams 2002, pp. 
12-13; Henneman 2008, pp. 12-13). The 
reason for this delay in recolonization 
needs further study (Henneman 2010, 
pp. 12-14). 

The water level continues to remain 
below capacity at Lake Isabella due to 
dam safety concerns (Stewart 2012, 
pers. comm.). Once Lake Isabella fills 
again to capacity, the riparian habitat 
that has since formed at the inflow and 
that supports western yellow-billed 
cuckoos will become inundated, at least 
periodically (Whitfield 2012, pers. 
comm.), thereby impacting the habitat of 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. In 
addition, the USACE and the USFS are 
developing a proposal and have 
completed a final environmental impact 
statement on options to repair dam 
deficiencies and raise the height of the 
dam an additional 16 ft (4.9 m) (Isabella 
Lake Dam Safety Modification Project 
Environmental Impact Statement Final 
October 2012). Pursuant to section 7 of 
the Act, consultation was completed for 
the proposed action, but the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo was not a species 
addressed in the biological opinion. 

Lake Isabella is currently managed to 
minimize incidental take of the 
southwestern willow flycatcher 
(flycatcher) (Empidonax traillii extimus) 
from reservoir operations and recreation 
using reasonable and prudent measures 
developed during consultation with the 
Service (Service 1996, 1999, and 2005, 
entire). Some of these measures to 
conserve the flycatcher may be 
beneficial to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo; however, the eventual 
inundation of the drawdown area of the 
reservoir will result in some degree of 
temporary habitat loss and degradation 
under current operational guidelines 
and may result in permanent loss of 
habitat for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo if the proposed dam raise is 
implemented. Similar periods of 
inundation and drawdown, resulting in 
corresponding development and 
destruction of suitable western yellow- 
billed cuckoo habitat, occur at Roosevelt 
Lake (Salt River Project (SRP) 2002, 
entire). 

In Arizona, following the high water 
levels of 1983-1984 and 1986 on the 
Bill Williams River Delta, which is 
influenced by fluctuating water levels 


from dams in the Colorado River system 
(Rosenberg et al. 1991, pp. 18-23), the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo numbers 
declined by 70—75 percent. Habitat has 
since improved on the Bill Williams 
River Delta, but western yellow-billed 
cuckoo numbers remained low for 
several years (Laymon and Halterman 
1987a, pp. 10-18). The actual 
mechanism that influences the yellow- 
billed cuckoo’s response to fluctuations 
in water levels is unknown, but loss of 
prey has been implicated; areas that 
were inundated normally support 
ground-nesting invertebrates, such as 
katydids and sphinx moths, that 
western yellow-billed cuckoos feed 
upon, and it may take several years for 
these prey populations to rebound 
(Laymon and Williams 2002, pp. 12-13; 
Henneman 2008, pp. 12-13). 

In Sonora, Mexico, large dams exist 
on the Mayo, Yaqui, and Sonora Rivers 
(Villasenor-Gomez 2006, p. 107). We do 
not have information on the magnitude 
or frequency of effects, positive or 
negative, from water management 
activities, to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo in those locations. However, we 
have no reason to believe that the dams 
are managed in a substantially different 
manner in Mexico than dams in the 
southwestern United States, and the 
effects to riparian habitat are expected 
to be similar. 

Despite some positive effects of dams 
on increasing western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat in a few areas, these 
gains in habitat are only temporary, and 
overall, the net effect of dams on the 
species has been negative. As such, 
dams and their ongoing operations are 
a threat to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo over most of its range. This 
threat has resulted in substantial 
historical losses of western yellow- 
billed cuckoo habitat resulting in a 
curtailment of the species’ range. The 
ongoing operation of these dams is 
likely to have minor impacts to the 
species at any given location, but 
because so many of the waterways 
within the range of the species have 
been dammed, we believe this threat has 
a substantial cumulative impact on the 
habitat of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, especially when considered 
with other threats. Moreover, we expect 
the operation of these dams will 
continue in a similar manner for 
decades to come, and thus we expect 
this threat to be an ongoing impact to 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo’s 
habitat. 

The areas where the floodplain is still 
hydrologically connected to the river 
and has relatively unconstrained 
riverflow, such as in some areas of 
California and Sonora, Mexico, support 


the highest number of western yellow- 
billed cuckoos (Villasehor-Gomez 2006, 
pp. 107-108; Greco 2008, p. 6; Greco 
2012, pp. 8-9). For example, the 
Sacramento River from Red Buff to 
Colusa has a highly dynamic mosaic of 
habitat patches of varying ages that 
form, disappear, and reform in response 
to active river channel processes that 
operate over decades (Greco 2008, p. 6; 
Greco 2012, pp. 8-9). Although this 
section of the Sacramento River is also 
affected by altered hydrology, it is far 
enough below Shasta Dam and below 
several major undammed tributaries, 
such as Cottonwood Creek and Battle 
Creek, that it still has flood events every 
few years that help support riparian 
habitat processes (Werner 2012, pers. 
comm.). 

The river provides habitat 
characteristics that Laymon (1998, p. 4) 
indicated were important for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo in 
California, such as a meandering system 
with young riparian habitat that, 
compared to mature woodlands, 
provides preferred nesting sites; high 
productivity of invertebrate prey; and 
reduced predator abundance (Laymon 
1998, p. 4). Another example of 
relatively intact riparian habitat in the 
range of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo is found in the highlands of 
central Sonora, Mexico, which supports 
occupied habitat of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. Villasehor-Gomez (2006, 
p. 108) found that the maintenance of 
the natural flooding regimes due to the 
limited number of water development 
structures has allowed riparian 
vegetation along sections of the Sonora, 
Moctezuma, and Sahiaripa Rivers to 
persist in very good condition in some 
areas. Most of the known occurrences of 
western yellow-billed cuckoo in central 
Sonora are associated with these 
regions. 

We conclude that dams continue to 
affect both the downstream and 
upstream habitat through alteration of 
flows. These effects can include widely 
fluctuating water levels at inflow sites 
that inundate nesting habitat, limit food 
resources, and flood or desiccate habitat 
(Poff et al. 1997, pp. 769-784; Greco 
1999, pp. 36-38; NAS 2002, pp. 145- 
150; Service 2002, Appendix I, pp. 1- 
12). Downstream effects caused by 
sediment retention behind dams, or 
sediment scouring and removal caused 
by excessive water releases, do not 
mimic the natural flow regimes and 
often result in the inability for 
cottonwoods to become established or 
regenerate and provide habitat for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. Woody 
and herbaceous debris accumulates in 
the absence of these scouring flows, 
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increasing fire risk and intensity 
(Stromberg and Chew 2002, pp. 195- 
219) (see section on Wildfire below). 

Dams and their flow modifications 
have ongoing effects to habitat and will 
likely do so for decades to come, further 
modifying the habitat of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. Therefore, direct 
and indirect destruction of riparian 
habitat resulting from altered hydrology 
from past dam-building activities 
continues to contribute to the 
curtailment of the range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. Additionally, as a 
result of future predicted climate change 
(see Climate Change section below), the 
climate within the range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo will likely become 
drier, which will increase the demand 
for water storage and conveyance 
systems, which in turn will likely 
increase the frequency and severity of 
impacts on western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat (Stromberg et al. 2013, 
pp. 411-415). 


Surface and Ground Water Diversion 


Water extractions, both from surface 
water diversions and ground water 
pumping, can negatively affect riparian 
vegetation (Poff et al. 1997, pp. 769- 
784; Service 2002, Appendix I, pp. 1-8). 
Water diversions and withdrawals can 
lower ground water levels in the 
vicinity of riparian vegetation. Because 
ground water and surface water are 
generally connected in floodplains, 
lowering ground water levels by only 
about 3 ft (1 m) beneath riparian areas 
is sometimes sufficient to induce water 
stress in riparian trees, especially in the 
western United States (NAS 2002, 

p. 158). Physiological stress in native 
vegetation from prolonged lower flows 
or ground water results in reduced plant 
growth rate, morphological change, or 
mortality, and altered species 
composition dominated by more 
drought-tolerant vegetation, and 
conversion to habitat dominated by 
nonnative species (Poff et al. 1997, 

p. 776). These effects reduce and 
degrade habitat for the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo for foraging, nesting, and 
cover, 

Adverse effects of excessive ground 
water extraction on riparian vegetation 
have been well-documented in the 
southwestern United States. Case 
histories on many river systems in 
Arizona including the Santa Cruz River 
and on the Owens River in California 
have documented the connection 
between overutilization of the ground 
water, lowering of the water table, and 
the decline and eventual elimination of 
riparian vegetation (Zektser et al. 2005, 
pp. 400-401; Webb and Leake 2006, 
pp. 317-320). Ground water extraction 


is also affecting river flows and riparian 
vegetation along rivers that support the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo in 
Mexico, including the Rio Conchos in 
Chihuahua (Kelly and Aria-Rojo 2007, 
p. 174; Cornell et al. 2008, p. 98) and 
the Rio Altar in Sonora, where the 
quantity of surface water declined 
greatly between 2000 and 2007 (Flesch 
2008, pp. 44-45). Therefore, ground 
water extraction and water diversions 
create an ongoing threat to western 
yellow-billed cuckoo habitat. 

The hydrologic regime (stream flow 
pattern) and supply of (and interaction 
between) surface and subsurface water 
is a driving factor in the long-term 
maintenance, growth, recycling, and 
regeneration of western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat (Service 2002, p. 16). As 
streams reach the lowlands, their 
gradients typically flatten and 
surrounding terrain opens into broader 
floodplains (Service 2002, p. 32). In 
these geographic settings, the stream- 
flow patterns (frequency, magnitude, 
duration, and timing) will provide the 
necessary stream-channel conditions 
(wide configuration, high sediment 
deposition, periodic inundation, 
recharged aquifers, lateral channel 
movement, and elevated ground-water 
tables throughout the floodplain) that 
result in the development of riparian 
habitat suitable for use by western 
yellow-billed cuckoos (Poff et a/. 1997, 
pp. 770-772; Service 2002, p. 16). 

Allowing the river to flow over the 
width of the floodplain, when overbank 
flooding occurs, is integral to allow 
deposition of fine moist soils, water, 
nutrients, and seeds that provide the 
essential material for plant germination 
and growth. An abundance and 
distribution of fine sediments extending 
farther laterally across the floodplain 
and deeper underneath the surface 
retains much more subsurface water, 
which in turn supplies water for the 
development of the vegetation that 
provides western yellow-billed cuckoo 
habitat and microhabitat conditions 
(Service 2002, p. 16). The 
interconnected interaction between 
ground water and surface water 
contributes to the quality of the riparian 
vegetation community (structure and 
plant species) and will influence the 
ability of vegetation to germinate, 
regenerate, and maintain its foliage 
density, vigor, and species composition 
(Arizona Department of Water 
Resources 1994, pp. 31-32). 

In many instances, western yellow- 
billed cuckoo breeding site occur along 
streams where human impacts are 
minimized enough to allow more 
natural processes to create and maintain 
the habitat. However, there are also 


breeding sites that are supported by 
various types of supplemental water 
including agricultural and urban runoff, 
treated water outflow, irrigation or 
diversion ditches, reservoirs, and dam 
outflows (Service 2002, p. D-15). 
Although the waters provided to these 
habitats might be considered 
“artificial,” they are often important for 
maintaining the habitat in appropriate 
condition for breeding western yellow- 
billed cuckoos within the existing 
environment. 


Encroachment of Levees and Flood 
Control and Bank Stabilization 
Structures Into the River Channel and 
Floodplain 


Other alterations in river hydrology 
with ongoing effects on western yellow- 
billed cuckoo habitat include river 
channelization, construction of levees, 
bank stabilization, and placement of any 
flood control structures that encroach 
into the river and its floodplain. These 
actions result in direct loss of habitat 
from construction and from 
maintenance activities that remove 
woody vegetation that has become 
established on the structures. 
Furthermore, these structures are 
effective, by design, at severing the 
hydrologic connection of the river’s 
main channel and the river’s immediate 
floodplain, thereby preventing overbank 
flooding. By preventing overbank 
flooding, levees and other similar 
structures reduce the amount of water 
available to riparian vegetation in the 
floodplain, which results in desiccation 
and eventual loss and degradation of 
riparian habitat (Vogl 1980, pp. 84-86; 
NAS 2002, p. 155; Greco 2012, 
pp. 8-9). Such effects are less 
destructive, however, for those levees 
located farther from the stream system, 
such as those outside the meander belt 
of a river (Greco 2012, p. 4). 

As an illustrative example, we 
provide a brief summary of how river 
channelization, construction of levees 
close to the river, and rock riprap 
armoring along the levees have caused 
destruction and modification of western 
yellow-billed cuckoo habitat on the 
Sacramento River, one of the most 
substantial historical nesting and 
foraging habitat areas for the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. The Sacramento 
River is now disconnected from 
ecological processes that both renew 
and restore riparian and aquatic habitats 
(Laymon and Halterman 1987a, pp. 11- 
14; Halterman 1991, pp. 1-2; Greco 
2008, p. 6; Greco 2012, pp. 8-9). More 
than one-half of the Sacramento River’s 
banks within the lowermost 194 mi (312 
km) of river have now been rip-rapped 
by 40 years of bank protection (Service 
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2000, pp. 26—29). Rock riprap armoring 
a river reach often changes the river 
dynamics and leads to channel 
downcutting and erosion immediately 
downstream from the riprap. Therefore, 
riprapping banks leads to the need for 
more riprapping. 

Channelizing the river and severing 
the connection to the floodplain has 
severely altered the natural disturbance 
regime that would have allowed 
riparian habitat to regenerate now and 
in the future (Poff et al. 1997, pp. 769- 
784; Greco 2008, p. 6; Greco 2012, 
pp. 8-9). The result is that much of the 
river’s remaining riparian habitat is 
modified, and now occurs in narrow, 
disconnected, linear strips (Service 
2000, pp. 26-29; Halterman et al. 2001, 
p. 4) that are not utilized by the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo for breeding 
(Gaines 1974, p. 204; Greco 2012, p. 9). 
With the example of the Sacramento 
River, nesting western yellow-billed 
cuckoos no longer occur south of Colusa 
as the river has been channelized and 
riprapped from that point into the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta. 
These flood control and bank 
stabilization structures also keep the 
riparian habitat from regenerating and 
maturing. The factors that reduce 
western yellow-billed cuckoo breeding 
in these areas are not well-understood, 
but reductions of breeding population 
have been attributed to lack of patches 
of adequate size for nesting (Greco 2012, 
pp. 8-9), increased predators, and the 
species’ inability to use highly isolated 
patches (Halterman 1991, pp. 33-38), as 
discussed under Factor E. The 
Sacramento River is but one of many 
rivers within the range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo where these 
activities have destroyed and modified 
riparian habitat and where the 
ramifications of these past actions are 
continuing to impact the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo’s habitat today. 
These ongoing impacts will likely 
continue for decades to come. 

An additional pervasive threat is the 
design of open-channel flood control 
channels with inappropriately smooth 
roughness coefficients. This creation 
over-scours the floodplains and requires 
removal of woody riparian vegetation 
that regenerates on floodplains, which 
in turn leads to floodplains with no 
western yellow-billed cuckoo habitat 
(Greco 2013, pp. 707-717). 


Transportation Systems 


Similarly, transportation systems have 
directly and indirectly altered a large 
number of riparian areas in western 
North America (NAS 2002, p. 182). 
Road and rail systems are frequently 
sited along rivers, and often entail 


removing riparian vegetation for 
construction of the roadbed, and 
modifying local hydrology to reroute 
surface water and ground water. Bridges 
or culverts require abutments along the 
bank to provide roadway support. 
Because abutments and roadbeds 
physically constrain the stream, future 
lateral adjustments by the stream, which 
can affect floodplain dynamics, are 
effectively eliminated, which reduces 
and degrades riparian habitat (NAS 
2002, p. 182). Such impacts result in 
additional destruction and modification 
of habitat for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. In comparison with 
construction of dams and altered 
hydrology, this threat, by itself, is less 
likely to result in severe impacts to 
riparian habitat. However, this threat is 
but one of many that, in combination, 
results in substantial changes to 
physical and hydrological properties of 
a watercourse, which in turn contributes 
to a substantial curtailment in the 
habitat of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. 


Gravel Mining 


Other past and ongoing effects to 
riparian habitat result from gravel 
mining (Kondolf et al. 2001, pp. 54, 59). 
Extraction of gravel, primarily for 
construction products, typically occurs 
along rivers and adjacent floodplains 
where gravel deposits are naturally 
found. Large amounts of gravel removal 
from the stream and active floodplain 
result in channel downcutting or 
incision, which affects groundwater 
levels, frequency of overbank flows, 
bank stability, and the extent and 
character of riparian vegetation of 
specific stream reaches (Collins and 
Dunne, 1989, pp. 213-224; Kondolf 
1995 pp. 133-136; NAS 2002, p. 179). 
Some examples of downcutting on 
streams in California that historically 
had, but no longer have, populations of 
western yellow-billed cuckoos, include: 
Cache Creek, Yolo County (15.0 ft (4.6 
m) average and 26.0 ft (8.2 m) maximum 
downcutting); Merced River, Merced 
County (5.9 ft (1.8 m) average and 7.8 
ft (2.4 m) maximum downcutting); 
Putah Creek, Yolo County (7.8 ft (2.4 m) 
average and 15.0 ft (4.6 m) maximum 
downcutting); Russian River, Sonoma 
County (11.4 ft (3.5 m) average and 17.9 
ft (5.5 m) maximum downcutting); and 
Santa Clara River, Ventura County (15.6 
ft (4.8 m) average and 20.2 ft (6.2 m) 
maximum downcutting) (Kondolf et al. 
2001, p. 50). 

Furthermore, gravel extraction creates 
a knickpoint (a sharp change in channel 
slope) that typically erodes upstream in 
a process known as headcutting, which 
has the potential to propagate upstream 





for miles on the main river and its 
tributaries. As headcuts migrate 
upstream, the incision propagates 
upstream (Kondolf et a/. 2001, p. 49). 
This process creates ongoing and future 
impacts to habitat from past as well as 
current gravel mining operations. 
Similar to the effects of manmade levees 
when they disconnect floodplain habitat 
from the active river channel, artificial 
channel incision as a result of gravel 
mining and similar activities reduces 
overbank flooding. This situation 
reduces the hydrological connection to 
the floodplain (Kondolf et a/. 2001, 

p. 56), thereby resulting in subsequent 
loss and degradation of riparian habitat 
for the western yellow-billed cuckoo, 
throughout its range, including Mexico 
(Cornell et al. 2008, p. 98). The effects 
of incision and channel erosion are 
further exacerbated where gravel mining 
occurs in sediment-starved reaches 
below dams (Kondolf et al. 2001, p. 10). 
We expect past and ongoing gravel 
mining activities, either alone or in 
combination with other hydrological 
changes in riparian areas, to continue to 
modify habitat and further curtail the 
range of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo for decades. 

In conclusion, dams, channelization, 
and other manmade features that alter 
the watercourse hydrology and encroach 
into the active channel and floodplain 
are threats to the habitat of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo because they, 
separately or in combination, 
significantly reduce and degrade nesting 
and foraging habitats. The natural 
processes that sustain riparian habitat in 
these and similar dammed and 
channelized river systems in the 
American West and in northwestern 
Mexico have been altered, resulting in 
only fragments or remnants of formerly 
large tracts of native riparian forests that 
no longer support breeding western 
yellow-billed cuckoos or support them 
in fewer numbers. The multiple effects 
from altered hydrology comprise the 
most widespread and greatest 
magnitude of current threats to habitat 
that supports the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. Such processes continue to 
modify habitat and further curtail the 
range of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. Moreover, we expect these 
alterations in the hydrology to continue 
to affect habitat of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo into the future. 


Habitat Loss and Degradation From 
Agricultural Activities 


Following the effects from alterations 
in hydrology in severity, conversion of 
riparian areas for agricultural crops and 
livestock grazing has been, and 
continues to be, a major contributor to 
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riparian habitat loss and degradation 
(NAS 2002, p. 161; Johnson et al. 2007, 
p. 61). 

Large areas of cottonwood—willow 
floodplain vegetation have been 
converted to agricultural uses, further 
reducing the extent of habitat available 
to western yellow-billed cuckoos for 
breeding (Swift 1984, pp. 225-226; 
Rosenberg et al. 1991, pp. 18-23). For 
example, within areas that support the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, clearing 
for agricultural uses occurred 
extensively in the past. On the 
floodplains of the Sacramento River 
(Greco 1999, pp. 2, 107), riparian habitat 
was reduced from 775,000 ac (314,000 
ha) in the 1850s to less than 18,000 ac 
(7,287 ha) by 1977 (Swift 1984, 

p. 226). Clearing for agriculture is also 
extensive along the lower Colorado 
River (Rosenberg et al. 1991, pp. 18-23), 
San Pedro River, Gila River (Swift 1984, 
p. 226), Rio Grande, and several river 
courses in northern Mexico including, 
but not limited to, the Rio Yaqui, Rio 
Mayo, Rio Bambuto, Rio Tubutama, and 
Rio Sonora (Russell and Monson 1998, 
p. 11; IMADES 2003, p. 4; Villasenor- 
Gomez 2006, p. 108). Clearing also 
occurred along the coasts of Sinaloa and 
southern Sonora, Mexico, resulting in 
massive losses of thorn forest to 
industrial agriculture (Rohwer et al. 
2009, p. 19054). 

Although most riparian and thorn 
scrub habitat losses largely stem from 
past agricultural clearing, effects from 
cultivated agricultural lands are 
ongoing. Agricultural lands continue to 
dominate much of the remaining 
riparian landscape, particularly along 
the Sacramento (Greco 1999, pp. 94, 
104, 107), parts of the Gila, and lower 
Colorado Rivers (Johnson et al. 2007, p. 
207); along the latter, 65 percent of 
western yellow-billed cuckoo survey 
sites are bordered on at least one side 
by agriculture fields (Johnson et al. 
2007, p. 61). Riparian areas are 
sometimes viewed as a potential source 
of plant and animal pests, a source of 
shade that may reduce crop yields, and 
competition for scarce water resources 
(NAS 2002, pp. 170-171). For example, 
in the Salinas Valley in California, a 
vigorous program is under way to 
comply with food safety practices that 
involve the clearing of riparian habitat 
adjacent to certain types of crops in an 
effort to eliminate wildlife presence, 
which has been linked to contamination 
of crops with a virulent strain of the 
bacteria Escherichia coli (Beretti and 
Stuart 2008, pp. 68-69; Gennet et al. 
2013, pp. 236-242). While western 
yellow-billed cuckoos do not currently 
breed along the Salinas River (Gaines 
and Laymon 1984, p. 52), if these same 


rules are applied to farmland along the 
Gila, Rio Grande, Sacramento, and 
Colorado Rivers, western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat could be eliminated to 
meet these food safety concerns. 

Accidental fire from farm workers 
operating machinery or burning weeds 
sporadically escapes into adjacent 
riparian habitat. Recent fires on western 
yellow-billed cuckoo and southwestern 
willow flycatcher conservation 
properties occurred in 2011, burning 58 
ac (24 ha) and 6 ac (2 ha), respectively, 
within the Fort Thomas Preserve, on 
parcels owned by the Salt River Project 
and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Both 
fires were determined to be human- 
caused, likely from farm workers 
burning weeds along irrigation drains 
(SRP 2011, p. 39). 

Other ongoing effects from cultivated 
agriculture on the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo are addressed under Factor E. 
These include fragmentation of habitat 
into smaller, more widely disjunct 
patches; ongoing influence of 
agriculture on riparian bird community 
composition; and effects from 
pesticides, which can negatively impact 
insect prey populations of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. 


Habitat Loss and Degradation From 
Livestock Grazing Activities 


Domestic livestock grazing is a 
traditional agricultural land use practice 
in the southwestern United States since 
the first Spanish settlement along the 
Rio Grande in New Mexico in 1598 
(Little 1992, p. 88; Clary and Kruse 
2004, p. 239). Livestock grazing 
continues to be a widespread 
agricultural use of riparian areas in the 
western United States and is one of the 
most common sources of past and 
ongoing riparian habitat degradation 
(Carothers 1977, p. 3; Rickard and 
Cushing 1982, pp. 2—4; Cannon and 
Knopf 1984, p. 236; Klebenow and 
Oakleaf 1984, p. 202; Swift 1984, pp. 
225-226; Clary and Webster 1989, pp. 
1-2; Schultz and Leininger 1990, pp. 
298-299; Bock et al. 1993, p. 300). 
Livestock grazing occurs in western 
yellow-billed cuckoo habitat along 
sections of the middle Rio Grande in 
New Mexico (Lehman and Walker 2001, 
p. 12), Rio Conchos (Cornell et al. 2008, 
p. 96), Rio Bambuto, Tubutama, La 
Reforma, and Cuchujaqui River in 
Alamos, Aconchi and Baviacora in Rio 
Sonora, and upper San Pedro River 
(IMADES 2003, p. 4), and several other 
rivers in central Sonora, Mexico 
(Villasenor-Gomez 2006, p. 108). 
Grazing also occurs extensively along 
watercourses in a protected reserve on 
the Rio Aros and Rio Yaqui in Sonora, 
Mexico, where the western yellow- 





billed cuckoo has been documented 
(O’Brien et al. 2008, p. 8). Grazing 
intensity in northern Sonora, Mexico, is 
generally much higher than in adjacent 
Arizona (Balling 1988, pp. 106-107; 
Flesch 2008, pp. 44-45), which leads to 
greater degradation of riparian habitat 
than in Arizona. 

The Service (2002, Appendix G, pp. 
5-7) and Krueper et al. (2003, p. 608) 
reviewed the effects of livestock grazing, 
primarily in southwestern riparian 
systems. The frequency and intensity of 
effects vary across the range of the 
species, due to variations in grazing 
practices, climate, hydrology, ecological 
setting, habitat quality, and other factors 
(Service 2002, Appendix G, p. 1). 
However, these effects generally include 
the removal and trampling of vegetation 
and compaction of underlying soils, 
which can inhibit germination and 
change hydrology (Rea 1983, p. 40; 
Belsky et al. 1999, pp. 419-431) and 
promote the dispersal of nonnative 
plant species. Such effects are most 
significant when riparian areas have 
been subject to overuse by livestock 
(NAS 2002, pp. 24, 168-173). Overuse 
occurs when grazed vegetation does not 
recover sufficiently to maintain itself 
and soils are left bare and vulnerable to 
erosion. Over time, livestock grazing in 
riparian habitats, combined with other 
alterations in streamflow, typically 
results in reduction of plant species 
diversity and density and may increase 
the distribution and density of 
nonnative tamarisk by eliminating 
competition from native cottonwood 
and willow saplings, which are 
preferred forage for livestock (Krueper et 
al. 2003, p. 608). 

Long-term cumulative effects of 
livestock grazing involve changes in the 
structure and composition of riparian 
vegetation (Service 2002, Appendix G, 
pp. 5-7), which may affect suitability of 
habitat for western yellow-billed cuckoo 
breeding and prey population 
abundance. The western yellow-billed 
cuckoo nesting habitat is structurally 
complex with tall trees, a multistoried 
vegetative understory, low woody 
vegetation (Halterman 1991, p. 35) and 
higher shrub area than sites without 
western yellow-billed cuckoos 
(Hammond 2011, p. 48). Livestock 
grazing alters understory vegetation, 
reducing height and density or 
eliminating new growth in riparian 
areas, and thereby hampering 
recruitment of woody species that, 
when mature, provide nest sites. 
Furthermore, the relatively cool, damp, 
and shady areas favored by western 
yellow-billed cuckoos are those favored 
by livestock over the surrounding drier 
uplands. This preference can 
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concentrate the effects of habitat 
degradation from livestock in western 
yellow-billed cuckoo habitat (Ames 
1977, p. 49; Valentine et al. 1988, p. 
111; Johnson 1989, pp. 38-39; Clary and 
Kruse 2004, pp. 242-243). 

Removal, reduction, or modification 
of cattle grazing has resulted in 
increases in abundance of some riparian 
bird species. For example, Krueper 
(1993, pp. 322-323) documented 
responses of 61 bird species, most of 
which increased significantly 4 years 
after removal of livestock grazing in 
Arizona’s San Pedro River Riparian 
National Conservation Area. The bird 
species guilds that increased most 
dramatically were riparian species, 
open-cup nesters, Neotropical migrants, 
and insectivores, all species that share 
characteristics with the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. The western yellow- 
billed cuckoo numbers in the study 
increased, although not significantly 
(p=0.13) (Krueper et al. 2003, p. 612), 
but their survey methodology was not 
designed to detect western yellow-billed 
cuckoos. Recovery of vegetation in 
response to grazing removal in that 
study was quickest and most 
pronounced in the lower vegetation 
layers, the most accessible to grazing 
cattle. Thus, this situation would allow 
a greater number of seedlings and 
saplings of cottonwoods and other nest 
trees to attain maturity as suitable 
nesting sites. 

In another example, livestock grazing 
was terminated along portions of the 
South Fork Kern River at the Kern River 
Preserve in the 1980s, and western 
yellow-billed cuckoos increased in 
number in the years following livestock 
removal. Smith (1996, p. 4) contended 
that termination of grazing at the Kern 
River Preserve was responsible for the 
dramatic increase in riparian vegetation, 
which was concurrent with the increase 
in western yellow-billed cuckoo 
numbers. These examples suggest that 
even severely degraded riparian systems 
can recover quickly, in at least some 
cases, after livestock removal (Krueper 
et al. 2003, p. 615), and that damage to 
riparian vegetation from grazing is at 
least partly reversible. They also 
illustrate the extent to which livestock 
grazing destroys and modifies nesting 
and foraging habitat of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. 

In conclusion, most of the direct loss 
of habitat from agricultural conversion 
has occurred in the past, but ongoing 
agricultural activities, in whole or in 
combination with other impacts, 
especially those that result in changes in 
a watercourse’s hydrology, have 
resulted in the curtailment of nesting 
and foraging habitat for the western 


yellow-billed cuckoo by restricting or 
preventing the growth of riparian plants, 
and such activities present an ongoing 
threat. Most of the current impacts from 
agricultural land uses arise from 
livestock overgrazing in riparian areas. 
Riparian vegetation can recover 
relatively quickly from these effects 
after livestock removal (Smith 1996, p. 
4; Krueper et al. 2003, p. 615). However, 
without proper management to reduce 
overgrazing, ongoing overgrazing will 
continue to contribute to habitat 
modification in the range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo into the future. 


Habitat Loss and Degradation Due to 
Conversion to Nonnative Vegetation 


Throughout most of its range, habitat 
for the western yellow-billed cuckoo is 
threatened by the conversion of native 
riparian woodlands to riparian 
vegetation dominated by tamarisk and 
other nonnative vegetation. The major 
threat from this habitat conversion is the 
change from vegetation that supplies the 
western yellow-billed cuckoos with 
essential food and adequate thermal 
cover to vegetation that does not 
provide these necessary components of 
habitat for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. The establishment and 
persistence of tamarisk is often, but not 
always, aided by altered hydrology, as 
described above. Altered hydrology is 
not the cause for establishment and 
persistence of other types of nonnative 
vegetation; therefore, we present 
information on nonnative vegetation in 
this separate section. 

Tamarisk is the most widespread 
nonnative woody plant species found in 
habitat for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. Glenn and Nagler (2005, pp. 
420-423) provide most of the following 
overview of tamarisk. Tamarisk is 
present in nearly every southwestern 
riparian plant community, but varies in 
dominance from stream to stream. On 
streams where altered hydrology can no 
longer support native species, it has 
replaced native plant communities 
entirely, but occurs at a low frequency 
on other streams. Tamarisk was 
introduced into western North America 
in the 1800s to serve as ornamental 
windbreaks, and for erosion control and 
other purposes. Several species escaped 
cultivation and have since spread 
rapidly. The center of tamarisk 
distribution is currently Arizona, New 
Mexico, and Utah, and it has spread 
throughout most of the range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo at least as 
far north as the Yellowstone River in 
Montana in the Rockies, and at least as 
far south as the Yaqui River Valley in 
Sonora, Mexico. Recent studies in the 
northwest have located major 





populations of tamarisk in southwestern 
Idaho, and eastern Washington and 
Oregon. Models based on projected 
climate change predict that this invasive 
species will become more dominant in 
this region over the next 100 years 
(Kerns et al. 2009, pp. 200-215). 
Tamarisk also occurs west to the Owens, 
San Joaquin, and Sacramento Rivers in 
California, although it is still nearly 
absent from the mainstem Sacramento 
River in California and suitable habitat 
west of the Cascades in Oregon and 
Washington. 

Tamarisk also occurs as isolated 
individuals along sections of the 
Sonora, Moctezuma, and Sahiaripa 
Rivers in Sonora, Mexico, where the 
hydrology has been little altered by 
human modifications (Villasenor-Gomez 
2006, pp. 107-108). Its presence is 
highly variable within sections of the 
Rio Conchos in Chihuahua, Mexico, and 
becomes dominant in some reaches of 
that river (Kelly and Arias Rojo 2007, 
pp. 177-178; Cornell et al. 2008, p. 4). 

The threshold (in terms of percent 
tamarisk) for abandonment of a riparian 
system by western yellow-billed 
cuckoos is not known. They are not 
found in areas that are totally 
dominated by tamarisk with the 
complete lack of willows or 
cottonwoods. In California, two native- 
dominated areas occupied in 1977 by 
several pairs of western yellow-billed 
cuckoos had, by 1986, converted to 
monotypic stands of tamarisk and were 
found to be uninhabited by western 
yellow-billed cuckoos. Above Laguna 
Dam on the Colorado River in 1977, at 
least three pairs of western yellow- 
billed cuckoos occupied a 30-ac (12-ha) 
site that was approximately 20-40 
percent willow (Laymon and Halterman 
1987a, p. 12). By 1986 no western 
yellow-billed cuckoos were detected on 
the site where the dominant vegetation 
had become tamarisk, with less than 1 
percent willow cover. In the vicinity of 
Picacho State Recreation Area, on the 
California side of the Colorado River, in 
1977, 21 western yellow-billed cuckoos 
were found in 297 ac (120 ha) of a 230- 
ft-wide (70-m-wide) willow forest 
(Gaines and Laymon 1984, p. 72). By 
1986, tamarisk and aquatic vegetation 
dominated this area, and no western 
yellow-billed cuckoos were found in the 
12 ac (5 ha) of scattered willow— 
cottonwood habitat that remained 
(Laymon and Halterman 1987a, pp. 12— 
13). 

Human disturbance, such as water 
diversion, flood control, vegetation 
clearing, and improper grazing 
management, often facilitates 
replacement of native vegetation with 
tamarisk (Kerpez and Smith 1987, pp. 
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1-5; Hunter et al. 1988, p. 113; 
Rosenberg et al. 1991, pp. 18-23). 
Altered hydrologic regimes (flooding or 
reduction in water flows from dams) has 
disrupted natural flooding events that 
are essential for maintaining native 
riparian ecosystems (Vogl 1980, pp. 84— 
86; Rosenberg et al. 1991, pp. 18-23), 
and the disruption (usually elimination) 
of flooding tends to favor tamarisk. In 
contrast to native cottonwoods, tamarisk 
does not need flooding to regenerate 
(Kerpez and Smith 1987, pp. 1-5). 

Tamarisk is also tolerant of high salt 
levels, which can be present in river 
systems as a combined result of water 
diversions that lower the near-surface 
ground water and irrigation water runoff 
that contains high levels of dissolved 
salts (Kerpez and Smith 1987, pp. 1-5; 
Busch and Smith 1993, pp. 186-194). 
This higher tolerance to water stress and 
salt accumulation is a principle 
mechanism by which tamarisk has 
become dominant on some regulated 
western rivers (Glenn and Nagler 2005, 
p. 439). In addition, tamarisk takes salts 
from the ground water and exudes them 
from its leaves, rendering the soil even 
more unsuitable for germination of 
native riparian vegetation. This is a 
significant problem in streams with 
artificially reduced streamflows where 
salts accumulate and are not flushed 
from the system. These factors favor 
regeneration of tamarisk over native 
trees and shrubs and are an ongoing 
threat. Additional areas of native habitat 
are continuing to be lost to this process. 
In summary, the persistence and 
expansion of tamarisk-dominated 
habitat is the result of multiple forms of 
ongoing human-related disturbances, 
which result in degradation of native- 
dominated riparian habitat, thus 
reducing its suitability as breeding 
habitat for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. 

Other nonnative tree and shrub 
species have become established within 
the range of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. In western Colorado and Utah, 
Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) 
has become established and is a 
dominant tree species in many riparian 
systems. Giant reed (Arundo donax), 
common edible fig (Ficus carica), and 
the Himalayan blackberry (Rubus 
discolor) are some of the more 
conspicuous nonnative plants widely 
established along the Sacramento River, 
with Himalayan blackberry dominating 
the understory at some restoration sites 
(Borders et al. 2006, p. 310). Along the 
Sacramento River, western yellow-billed 
cuckoos were far less likely to be 
detected at sites with an understory 
dominated by Himalayan blackberry 
than sites with a predominant native 


understory. Himalayan blackberry may 
prevent establishment of native 
understory species due to its dense 
growth habit (Hammond 2011, pp. 48- 
49). Nesting of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo has not been documented in 
riparian stands dominated by giant reed, 
common fig, or Himalayan blackberry 
that lack at least some native canopy 
trees. 

In conclusion, because of the absence 
or near absence of nesting by western 
yellow-billed cuckoos in nearly 
monotypic stands of tamarisk and other 
nonnative vegetation, the available 
literature suggests that conversion of 
native or mixed (native and nonnative) 
riparian woodlands to nearly monotypic 
stands of tamarisk and other nonnative 
vegetation, coupled with the inability of 
native vegetation to regenerate under 
altered hydrological conditions, is a 
significant threat to the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo now and in the future. 
Nonnative vegetation, such as tamarisk, 
occurs across most of the range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo; its 
establishment can be caused by altered 
hydrology or other disturbances, which 
are widespread throughout the range. 
We expect nonnative vegetation to 
increasingly modify and curtail habitat 
for the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
within a majority of its range in the 
United States and northern Mexico into 
the future. 


Use of Tamarisk by Western Yellow- 
Billed Cuckoos and the Spread of the 
Introduced Tamarisk Leaf Beetle Into 
the Southwest 


Western yellow-billed cuckoos use 
habitat with some tamarisk component 
for nesting in southern California, 
Arizona, and western New Mexico, but 
are not found in monotypic stands of 
tamarisk. Western yellow-billed cuckoo 
presence in tamarisk-dominated habitats 
does not necessarily equate to habitat 
suitability (Sogge et al. 2008, p. 149; 
Hammond 2011, p. 50), and additional 
research is needed to determine 
productivity, survivorship, 
physiological condition, and food 
availability in these habitats. 

Tamarisk can add to foliar cover that 
contributes toward reducing 
temperatures in riparian areas (Paxton et 
al. 2011, p. 259). Even relatively small 
decreases in foliar cover may render a 
site unsuitable for nesting western 
yellow-billed cuckoos (Paxton et al. 
2011, p. 260). Removal of tamarisk in 
drainages occupied by western yellow- 
billed cuckoos can have unintended 
negative consequences if the removal 
leaves little or no woody vegetation and 
native riparian vegetation is unable to 
reestablish. The available literature that 


pertains to riparian restoration in New 
Mexico and Arizona (Poff et al. 1997, 
pp. 769-784; Glenn and Nagler 2005, 
pp. 439-441; Sogge et al. 2008, pp. 151— 
152; Stromberg et al. 2009, pp. 181-182) 
suggests that restoration of natural 
hydrological processes, rather than 
direct removal programs, would be a 
more effective method for promoting 
regeneration of native riparian 
vegetation and diminishing the presence 
of tamarisk. However, tamarisk removal 
programs coupled with native riparian 
plantings can speed up the restoration 
process assuming that the hydrologic 
system will support the native 
vegetation. 

Tamarisk leaf beetle insects (leaf 
beetles) (Diorhabda spp.) were released 
into many locations throughout the 
southwest to control tamarisk. Leaf 
beetles are now spreading within the 
more arid range of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo in Nevada, Utah, Arizona, 
New Mexico, and Texas. Defoliation of 
tamarisk by the beetles occurs in the 
summer months when western yellow- 
billed cuckoos are in the process of 
nesting. Tamarisk leaf beetles could 
eventually occur throughout the western 
United States and northern Mexico 
(Tracy et al. 2008, pp. 1-3). The future 
effects of the beetle introductions to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo are 
unknown. If beetles succeed in killing 
tamarisk, western yellow-billed cuckoo 
numbers may decline in areas where the 
hydrology is no longer capable of 
supporting a native riparian habitat and 
the numbers may increase in areas 
where native riparian vegetation is able 
to become reestablished. 


Wildfire 


Historically, wildfire was uncommon 
in native riparian woodlands (Busch 
and Smith 1993, pp. 186-194). 
However, the lack of scouring floods on 
regulated and unregulated rivers has 
resulted in the accumulation of fuel on 
the floodplain, which increases fire risk 
and intensity (Stromberg and Chew 
2002, pp. 195-219). Water withdrawal, 
dams, climate change, drought, and 
human use also contribute toward an 
increased fuel load and probability of 
wildfire occurrence. Most fires today are 
human-caused (Service 2002, p. L—8). In 
degraded habitat with tamarisk the 
threat of fire may be greater. Tamarisk 
ignites quickly, further increasing the 
incidence of periodic fires. Exacerbating 
the immediate loss of native trees from 
fire, tamarisk recovers more quickly 
than native trees (Glenn and Nagler 
2005, pp. 435-436). Along the Rio 
Grande River in New Mexico and Texas, 
wildfire has been documented as 
destroying, degrading, or setting back 
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successional stages of vegetation 
development of western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat (Sproul 2000, in litt., p. 
3). In summary, the alteration of 
riparian systems through changes in 
hydrologic functioning and the 
introduction of nonnative tamarisk have 
increased the incidence of wildfire into 
western yellow-billed cuckoo habitat. 
These fires further degrade, isolate, or 
fragment western yellow-billed cuckoo 
habitat. 


Environmental Impacts of Cross-Border 
Foot Traffic in the Southwest 


The environmental impact caused by 
cross border foot traffic has been 
increasingly occurring in more fragile 
and remote areas. The number of U.S. 
Border Patrol apprehensions of border 
crossers varies annually. Between 
October 1, 1999, and September 30, 
2012, a yearly average of 333,517 border 
crossers were apprehended by the 
United States Border Patrol in the 
Tucson Sector, which does not account 
for the many others who were not 
caught (U.S. Border Patrol 2013, p. 1). 
Impacts associated with border 
crossings include creation of erosion 
and watershed degradation, loss of 
vegetation and wildlife, and human- 
caused wildfire (Defenders of Wildlife 
2006, pp. 1-42). Drainages used by 
border crossers include the San Pedro 
River, Santa Cruz River, Cienega Creek, 
and many remote drainages in the 
mountain ranges of southeastern 
Arizona. 

Human-caused wildland fires have 
been particularly damaging to areas of 
riparian habitat in Arizona, especially 
within 100 mi (161 km) of the United 
States-Mexico border where border 
crossers are known to set fires to divert 
law enforcement agents. Border crossers 
are also responsible for campfires that 
can escape and spread as wildfires. At 
least 2,467 wildfires began along the 
Arizona border with Mexico from 2006 
to 2010 (Government Accounting Office 
2011, p. 1). Federal officials have 
officially investigated only 77 of those 
fires. Of the fires investigated, 30 were 
started by border crossers. The resulting 
environmental impacts include the 
expansion of nonnative plant species, 
degraded endangered species habitat, 
and soil erosion. 


Climate Change 


Climate change may be impacting the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. Climate 
change is discussed here under Factor A 
because, although it may affect the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo directly 
by creating physiological stress, the 
primary impacts of climate change on 
the species are expected to be through 





changes in the availability and 
distribution of western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat. 

Our analyses under the Act include 
consideration of ongoing and projected 
changes in climate. The terms ‘‘climate”’ 
and ‘climate change” are defined by the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC). The term “climate”’ 
refers to the mean and variability of 
different types of weather conditions 
over time, with 30 years being a typical 
period for such measurements (IPCC 
2013a, p. 1450). The term ‘“‘climate 
change” thus refers to a change in the 
mean or variability of one or more 
measures of climate (for example, 
temperature or precipitation) that 
persists for an extended period, whether 
the change is due to natural variability 
or human activity (IPCC 2013a, p. 1450). 

Scientific measurements spanning 
several decades demonstrate that 
changes in climate are occurring, and 
that the rate of change has increased 
since the 1950s. Examples include 
warming of the global climate system, 
and substantial increases in 
precipitation in some regions of the 
world and decreases in other regions 
(for these and other examples, see 
Solomon et al. 2007, pp. 35-54, 82-85; 
IPCC 2013b, pp. 3-29; IPCC 2014, pp. 1- 
32). Results of scientific analyses 
presented by the IPCC show that most 
of the observed increase in global 
average temperature since the mid-20th 
century cannot be explained by natural 
variability in climate and is ‘‘very 
likely” (defined by the IPCC as 90 
percent or higher probability) due to the 
observed increase in greenhouse gas 
(GHG) concentrations in the atmosphere 
as a result of human activities, 
particularly carbon dioxide emissions 
from use of fossil fuels (Solomon et al. 
2007, pp. 21-35; IPCC 2013b, pp. 11-12 
and figures SPM.4 and SPM.5). Further 
confirmation of the role of GHGs comes 
from analyses by Huber and Knutti 
(2011, p. 4), who concluded it is 
extremely likely that approximately 75 
percent of global warming since 1950 
has been caused by human activities. 

Scientists use a variety of climate 
models, which include consideration of 
natural processes and variability, as 
well as various scenarios of potential 
levels and timing of GHG emissions, to 
evaluate the causes of changes already 
observed and to project future changes 
in temperature and other climate 
conditions (Meehl et al. 2007, entire; 
Ganguly et al. 2009, pp. 11555, 15558; 
Prinn et al. 2011, pp. 527, 529). All 
combinations of models and emissions 
scenarios yield very similar projections 
of increases in the most common 
measure of climate change, average 


global surface temperature (commonly 
known as global warming), until about 
2030. Although projections of the 
magnitude and rate of warming differ 
after about 2030, the overall trajectory of 
all the projections is one of increasing 
global warming through the end of this 
century, even for the projections based 
on scenarios that assume that GHG 
emissions will stabilize or decline. 
Thus, there is strong scientific support 
for projections that warming will 
continue through the 21st century, and 
that the magnitude and rate of change 
will be influenced substantially by the 
extent of GHG emissions (Meehl et al. 
2007, pp. 760-764, 797-811; Ganguly et 
al. 2009, pp. 15555-15558; Prinn et al. 
2011, pp. 527, 529; IPCC 2013b, pp. 19- 
23). See IPCC 2013b (entire), for a 
summary of other global projections of 
climate-related changes, such as 
frequency of heat waves and changes in 
precipitation. 

Various changes in climate may have 
direct or indirect effects on species. 
These effects may be positive, neutral, 
or negative, and they may change over 
time, depending on the species and 
other relevant considerations, such as 
threats in combination and interactions 
of climate with other variables (for 
example, habitat fragmentation) (IPCC 
2014, pp. 4-11). Identifying likely 
effects often involves aspects of climate 
change vulnerability analysis. 
Vulnerability refers to the degree to 
which a species (or system) is 
susceptible to, and unable to cope with, 
adverse effects of climate change, 
including climate variability and 
extremes. Vulnerability is a function of 
the type, magnitude, and rate of climate 
change and variation to which a species 
is exposed, its sensitivity, and its 
adaptive capacity (Glick et al. 2011, pp. 
19-22; IPCC 2014, p. 5). There is no 
single method for conducting such 
analyses that applies to all situations 
(Glick et al. 2011, p. 3). We use our 
expert judgment and appropriate 
analytical approaches to weigh relevant 
information, including uncertainty, in 
our consideration of the best scientific 
information available regarding various 
aspects of climate change. 

Global climate projections are 
informative, and, in some cases, the 
only or the best scientific information 
available for us to use. However, 
projected changes in climate and related 
impacts can vary across and within 
different regions of the world (IPCC 
2013b, pp. 15-16). Therefore, we use 
“downscaled” projections when they 
are available and have been developed 
through appropriate scientific 
procedures, because such projections 
provide higher resolution information 
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that is more relevant to spatial scales 
used for analyses of a given species (see 
Glick et al. 2011, pp. 58-61, for a 
discussion of downscaling). With regard 
to our analysis for the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo, downscaled projections 
are available. 

The Southwest is already 
experiencing the impacts of climate 
change. The region has heated up 
markedly in recent decades, and the 
period since 1950 has been hotter than 
any comparably long period in at least 
600 years (Graumlich 1993, pp. 249- 
255; Salzer and Kipfmueller 2005, pp. 
465-487; Millar et al. 2006, pp. 273- 
287; Ababneh 2008, pp. 59-78; Bonfils 
et al. 2008, pp. 6404-6424; Stevens et 
al. 2008, pp. 1-15; Salzer et al. 2009, pp. 
20348-20353; Woodhouse et al. 2010, 
pp. 21283-21288; Hoerling et al. 2012, 
pp. 74-92). The decade 2001-2010 was 
the warmest in the 110-year 
instrumental record, with temperatures 
almost 2 °F higher than historic 
averages, with fewer cold snaps and 
more heat waves (Hoerling et al. 2012, 
pp. 74-92). Compared to temperature, 
precipitation trends vary considerably 
across the region, with portions 
experiencing both decreases and 
increases (Hoerling et al. 2012, pp. 74— 
92). There is mounting evidence that the 
combination of human-caused 
temperature increases and recent 
drought has influenced widespread tree 
mortality (Van Mantgem et al. 2009, pp. 
521-524; Allen et al. 2010, pp. 660- 
684), increased fire occurrence and area 
burned (Westerling et al. 2006, pp. 940- 
943), and forest insect outbreaks (Bentz 
et al. 2010, pp. 602-613). Human- 
caused temperature increases and 
drought have also caused earlier spring 
snowmelt and shifted runoff to earlier in 
the year (Barnett et al. 2008, pp. 1080- 
1083). 

There are three predictions for 
anticipated effects from climate change 
in the southwestern United States and 
parts of northwestern Mexico. First, 
climate change is expected to shorten 
periods of snowpack accumulation, as 
well as reduce snowpack levels. With 
gradually increasing temperatures and 
reduced snowpack (due to higher spring 
temperatures and reduced winter-spring 
precipitation), annual runoff will be 
reduced (Smith et al. 2003, p. 226; Ellis 
et al. 2010, p. 236), consequently 
reducing ground water recharge. 
Second, snowmelt is expected to occur 
earlier in the season because increased 
minimum winter and spring 
temperatures could melt snowpacks 
sooner, causing peak water flows to 
occur much sooner than the historical 
spring and summer peak flows (Smith et 
al. 2003, p. 226; Stewart et al. 2005, pp. 


217-218, 224, 230) and reducing flows 
later in the season. Third, the 
hydrological cycle is expected to 
become more dynamic on average with 
climate models predicting increases in 
the variability and intensity of rainfall 
events. This change will modify 
disturbance regimes by changing the 
magnitude and frequency of floods. 

Precipitation events under most 
climate change scenarios will decrease 
in frequency but increase in severity so 
that, paradoxically, a warmer 
atmosphere and an intensified water 
cycle are likely to mean not only a 
greater likelihood of drought for the 
Southwest, but also an increased risk of 
flooding (Kar! et al. 2009, pp. 132-133; 
Dominguez et al. 2012, pp. 1—7). 
Precipitation patterns are already 
observed to be shifting in the 
Southwest, with more rain falling in 
heavy downpours that can lead to 
flooding (Kar! et al. 2009, p. 133). 
Adding to flood risk is that the earlier 
streamflow from earlier snowmelt may 
impinge on the flood protection stages 
of reservoir operations so that less 
streamflow can be captured safely in 
key reservoirs, increasing spring 
flooding downstream (Smith et a/. 2005, 
p- 1154; Karl et al. 2009, p. 133). In 
some sites, where natural floodplain 
dynamics allow for overbank flooding, 
this could result in a positive 
regenerating effect on habitat for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. However, 
where floodplains have been 
constrained, as in many areas of the 
range, such changes in hydrology could 
excessively scour remaining habitat, 
thus preventing their reestablishment 
and resulting in smaller patch size or 
loss of habitat for the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. Long drought cycles 
could also hamper recruitment of 
riparian vegetation following scouring 
floods and lead to reduced cover and 
nest sites for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. 

Exactly how climate change will 
affect precipitation from site to site 
within the range of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo in the southwestern 
United States and northwestern Mexico 
is uncertain. However, consistent with 
recent observations of regional effects of 
climate change, the projections 
presented for the Southwest predict 
overall warmer, drier, and more 
drought-like conditions (Hoerling and 
Eischeid 2007, p. 19; Seager et al. 2007, 
p. 1181; Ellis et al. 2010, p. 243). For 
example, climate simulations of the 
Palmer Drought Severity Index (a 
calculation of the cumulative effects of 
precipitation and temperature on 
surface moisture balance) for the 
Southwest for the periods of 2006 to 


2030 and 2035 to 2060 show an increase 
in drought severity with surface 
warming. Additionally, drought-like 
conditions will increase even during 
wetter simulations because of the effect 
of heat-related moisture loss through 
evaporation and evapotranspiration 
(Hoerling and Eischeid 2007, p. 19). 
Annual mean precipitation is likely to 
decrease in the Southwest, as is the 
length of snow season and snow depth 
(Sun et al. 2013, pp. 21-22; Garfin et al. 
2014, pp. 462-486). Most models project 
a widespread decrease in snow depth 
and earlier snowmelt in the Rocky 
Mountains (Clow et al. 2012, 2583- 
2591; Pederson et al. 2013, 1811-1816). 

Assessments for the Sonoran Desert 
are few, but the region is also expected 
to warm (Weiss and Overpeck 2005, pp. 
2065-2077; National Park Service 2010, 
pp. 1-4; Munson et al. 2012, pp. 1083- 
1095). Since about the 1970s, the 
Sonoran Desert region appears to have 
experienced “‘widespread warming 
trends in winter and spring, decreased 
frequency of freezing temperatures, 
lengthening of the freeze-free season, 
and increased minimum temperatures 
per winter year” (Weiss and Overpeck 
2005, p. 2065). The Sonoran Desert area 
is expected to warm faster and 
experience reduced annual 
precipitation, resulting in a reduction in 
soil moisture in an already dry 
environment. The area will also 
experience increases in the intensity of 
heat waves, decreases in the frequency 
of freezing temperatures, and 
lengthening of the freeze-free season. 
Munson et al. (2012) stated that 
“Climate models and long-term trends 
predict increased variability in 
precipitation seasonality, with fewer, 
larger, and more intense precipitation 
events” (Munson et al. 2012, pp. 1083- 
1095). Other researchers have also 
concluded similar climactic changes for 
the area (Easterling et al. 2000, pp. 
2068-2074; Weiss and Overpeck 2005, 
pp. 2065-2077; Seager et al. 2007, pp. 
1181-1184). 

In California, regional downscaled 
climate change assessments (Point 
Reyes Bird Observatory (PRBO) 
Conservation Science 2011, pp. 1-68) 
indicate changes in precipitation and 
temperature of varying magnitude 
across ecoregions. Assessments for areas 
occupied by the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, such as the Sacramento River, 
Sierra Nevada (southern), and Sonora 
Desert (lower Colorado River) (PRBO 
Conservation Science 2011, pp. 25, 28, 
48), mostly indicate an overall reduction 
in precipitation and increase in average 
temperature, which can alter hydrology 
and negatively affect habitat for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, as 
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described previously. Furthermore, 
Gardali et al. (2012, pp. 8-10) ranked 
358 avian taxa in California, and 
classified 128 as vulnerable to climate 
change. They ranked the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo as subject to a 
moderate level of climate vulnerability, 
owing in part to its specialization in 
habitat (riparian) that has already 
experienced significant loss or 
alteration. Of the 128 species that were 
rated vulnerable, only 48 were rated as 
having high or moderate climate 
vulnerability. 

Regionally downscaled climate 
models for the Pacific Northwest project 
higher air temperatures in the next 
century (Littell et a/. 2009, pp. 6-7) that 
will lead to lower soil moisture and 
increased evaporation from streams and 
lakes (Climate Leadership Initiative 
(CLI and the National Center for 
Conservation Science and Policy 2009, 
p. 8). While high uncertainty exists in 
the total precipitation projections for the 
region (Littell et a/. 2009, p. 1), effective 
precipitation (precipitation that 
contributes to runoff) may be reduced 
significantly even if there is no decline 
in total precipitation (CLI and the 
National Center for Conservation 
Science and Policy 2009, p. 8). Increases 
in extreme high precipitation falling as 
rain in the western Cascades and 
reductions in snowpack are key 
projections from high-resolution 
regional climate models (Littell et al. 
2009, p. 1). These may result in more 
winter flooding and reduced summer 
streamflows in rivers that depend on 
snowmelt, which include many of the 
rivers in the Pacific Northwest. 

In drier climates overall, there will be 
increases in riverine system 
temperatures that are predicted to result 
in periods of prolonged low flows and 
stream drying (Stromberg et al. 2013, 
pp. 411-415) and increased demand for 
water storage and conveyance systems 
(Stromberg et a/. 2013, pp. 411-415). 
Warmer water temperatures across 
temperate regions are likely to increase 
the density and expand distribution of 
tamarisk because it has a higher 
tolerance for drought and salt than 
native cottonwoods and willows (Glenn 
and Nagler 2005, p. 439). This situation 
is expected to lead to the conversion of 
native and mixed (native and nonnative) 
riparian habitat to monotypic stands of 
tamarisk, which provides very little or 
no suitable breeding habitat for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo (as 
described previously above). 

Increased drought is expected to 
adversely affect food availability for 
western yellow-billed cuckoos (Newton 
1980, pp. 11-12; Durst 2004, pp. 40-41; 
Scott et al. 2004, p. 70) through the 


disruption of the timing between a 
species and its food resources (Visser 
and Both 2005, pp. 2561-2569). For 
example, changes in precipitation or 
temperature may influence the peak 
timing of insect emergence or timing of 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo’s 
arrival from its wintering grounds so 
that the nesting season does not 
coincide as closely with peak insect 
abundance (Anders and Post 2006, p. 
225). This change in timing could result 
in reduced food availability for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo and 
breeding success, possibly causing 
further population decline and 
curtailment of its occupied range. 

Virtually all future climate scenarios 
for the Pacific Northwest predict 
increases in wildfire in western North 
America, especially east of the 
Cascades, due to higher summer 
temperatures, earlier spring snowmelt, 
and lower summer flows, which can 
lead to drought stress in trees (Littell et 
al. 2009, p. 14). These effects could 
result in both short-term and long-term 
loss of riparian habitat from excessive 
winter scouring, summer drying, and 
wildfire. Regional downscaled climate 
change models for the Intermountain 
West also provide similar projections for 
warmer, drier climate with a reduced 
snowpack and episodic precipitation 
events. Prolonged drought in the 
southwestern United States and 
northern Mexico is expected to increase 
fire frequency, which results in a short- 
term loss of patches of riparian or thorn 
forest habitat for breeding. When fire 
frequency increases, riparian and thorn 
forests do not have sufficient time to 
recover, resulting in habitat conversion 
to fire-adapted nonforested vegetation 
types unsuitable for nesting. 
Furthermore, the effects of climate 
change and ongoing reduction in habitat 
and patch fragmentation, discussed 
previously, would increase. 

Little is known about the wintering 
habitat of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo in South America, and 
uncertainty exists about how climate 
change will affect it there. Regional 
downscaled models project an increase 
in wet-season precipitation and a 
decrease in dry-season precipitation 
over most of South America (Kitoh et al. 
2011, p. 1). In the future, precipitation 
intensity will increase over most of 
South America. In particular, 
precipitation intensity will be greatest 
over southeast South America, implying 
an increasing risk of flooding in this 
region (Kitoh et a/. 2011, p. 1). At the 
same time, a large increase of 
consecutive dry days is projected over 
the western part of the Amazon, where 
extremes in seasonal precipitation and 


resulting runoff is projected to increase 
in the Amazon River, implying more 
floods in the wet season and droughts 
in the dry season (Kitoh et a/. 2011, p. 
1). Uncertainty exists regarding the 
specific effects of such changes on the 
wintering habitat of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. 

In summary, the available climate 
change models are predicting altered 
future environmental conditions across 
the breeding range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. In the 
southwestern United States, northern 
Mexico, California, ntermountain West, 
and Pacific Northwest, climate change is 
generally predicted to result in an 
overall warmer, drier climate, with 
periodic episodic precipitation events 
that, depending on site conditions, are 
expected to have adverse effects on 
habitat of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. In rivers that depend on 
snowmelt, these changes are expected to 
result in more winter flooding and 
reduced summer stream flows. The 
amount of surface ground water 
available to regenerate and sustain 
riparian forests is expected to decline 
overall with persistent drought, favor 
the spread of tamarisk and other 
nonnative vegetation, and increase fire 
frequency. Precipitation events under 
most climate change scenarios will 
decrease in frequency and increase in 
severity. This change may reduce 
available nesting sites, patch size, and 
affect prey abundance as a result of 
lower humidity in riparian areas from 
reduced moisture retention, and through 
periods of prolonged desiccation 
followed by scouring flood events. In 
addition, evidence shows that climate 
change may disrupt the synchrony of 
nesting western yellow-billed cuckoos 
and their food supply, causing further 
population decline and curtailment of 
its occupied range. 

Impacts to habitat from climate 
change exacerbate impacts from 
impoundments, channelization, and 
alteration of river flows across the 
western United States and Mexico, and 
from conversion of habitat from native 
to mostly nonnative vegetation. 
Changing climate is expected to place 
an added stress on the species and its 
habitats. While we do not have evidence 
to suggest that the habitat of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo is being 
substantially affected by climate change 
at this time, we expect long-term 
climate trends to have an overall 
negative effect on the available habitat 
throughout the breeding range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Moreover, a drying trend associated 
with global climate change may result in 
more dams, levees, or other activities to 
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ensure fresh water for human 
consumption, which may result in 
additional habitat loss from the 
activities described in the Habitat Loss 
from Dams and Alteration of Hydrology 
section, above. 


Summary of Factor A 


We have identified a number of 
threats to the habitat of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo that have operated 
in the past, are impacting the species 
now, and will continue to impact the 
species in the future. The curtailment 
and decline in the habitat of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo is primarily the 
result of the long-lasting effects of 
habitat loss from manmade features that 
alter watercourse hydrology so that the 
natural processes that sustained riparian 
habitat in western North America are 
greatly diminished. Loss and 
degradation of habitat has also occurred 
as a result of livestock overgrazing and 
encroachment from agriculture. All of 
these have the potential to promote, and 
are exacerbated by, the conversion of 
native habitat to predominantly 
nonnative vegetation. The curtailment, 
degradation, fragmentation, and loss of 
habitat for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo is ongoing and, absent changes 
in the landscape, hydrology, or other 
factors, it will likely continue to be 
negatively impacted or lost into the 
future. 

We recognize that climate change is a 
critical issue with potentially severe 
wide-ranging effects on the species and 
its habitat. The available scientific 
literature suggests that the effects of 
climate change will likely exacerbate 
multiple existing threats to the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo and its habitat. 
These threats include habitat loss and 
degradation from altered hydrology, 
with secondary effects from increases in 
nonnative vegetation and wildfire. 
These threats may result in smaller 
patch sizes of habitat such that many 
will be no longer occupied by the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. 

Conservation actions, such as habitat 
protection and restoration described 
above, have strong potential to be 
beneficial to the species by increasing 
the amount of available habitat and 
patch size. However, these efforts offset 
only a small portion of past losses and 
degradation of riparian habitat in the 
range of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. Habitat elsewhere in the range 
continues to be vulnerable to loss and 
degradation from ongoing alterations in 
hydrology, nonnative vegetation, and 
agricultural activities combined with 
additional or synergistic effects 
associated with climate change. 
Moreover, we expect these multiple 





stressors to continue to affect habitat of 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo into 
the future. The amount of time required 
for willow and cottonwood vegetation to 
mature and provide habitat for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo under 
optimal hydrologic, environmental, and 
ecological conditions varies by location 
but may be as little as between 3 to 5 
years (Golet et al. 2008, pp. 20-22). 
However, other vegetation used by the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo such as 
alder, walnut, sycamore, boxelder, ash, 
or mesquite would take several decades 
for habitat to mature to the point where 
it would be available for use (Strahan 
1984, pp. 58-67; Opperman and 
Merenlender 2004, pp. 822-834; 
Trowbridge et al. 2004, pp. 157-164; 
Morris et al. 2006, pp. 106-116; Griggs 
2009, p. 12). In areas where conditions 
are less than optimal (as is the current 
situation in most areas) it may take 
longer if at all (Briggs 1995, pp. 63-67). 

The exact timeframe for resolving 
water management and delivery issues 
and their impact on the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo and its habitat would vary 
on the location, resource demands, 
sensitive habitat or species concerns, 
stakeholders, and amount of water 
available. As a result, we would expect 
that resolving water issues for the 
various uses (agriculture, urbanization, 
wildlife, and tribal interests) in the west 
will be a lengthy ongoing process and 
not be resolved in the near future (next 
20 years) and may take substantially 
longer considering the increased 
demands and the effects of climate 
change. 

Our review of the best available 
scientific and commercial information 
identified numerous activities or 
processes that threaten to destroy, 
modify, or curtail the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo’s habitat or range now or 
are likely to in the near future in any 
portion of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo range. These include habitat loss 
from reservoirs and water management, 
surface and groundwater diversion, 
flood control activities, gravel mining, 
agriculture, livestock grazing, invasive 
nonnative plants and their control, and 
climate change. We, therefore, conclude 
that habitat loss under Factor A 
currently constitutes a threat to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, and we 
expect these activities to continue and 
habitat loss to be a threat in the near 
future. 


B. Overutilization for Commercial, 
Recreational, Scientific, or Educational 
Purposes 

There are no known threats to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo resulting 
from overutilization for commercial, 


scientific, or educational purposes. Our 
review of the best available scientific 
and commercial information yielded 
nothing to indicate that overutilization 
for commercial, recreational, scientific, 
or educational purposes is occurring at 
this time or is likely to in the near future 
in any portion of the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo range. We, therefore, 
conclude that such overutilization does 
not currently constitute a threat to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, nor do 
we expect it to be a threat in the future. 


C. Disease or Predation 


Little is known about diseases in the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. West Nile 
virus has recently spread throughout 
portions of the western United States. It 
poses a potential threat to many bird 
species. The U.S. Geological Survey’s 
(USGS) National Wildlife Health Center 
has identified the yellow-billed cuckoo 
as a species that is subject to the effects 
of West Nile virus (USGS-—National 
Wildlife Health Center 2005, p. 2). The 
Centers for Disease Control’s (CDC) 
Vector-Borne Disease Web site reports 
that West Nile virus has been 
documented in a dead yellow-billed 
cuckoo (CDC 2012); however, it is 
unknown if this yellow-billed cuckoo 
was from the western DPS. Although the 
population of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo has been in decline over several 
decades (see Historical and Current 
Status section, above), no evidence 
suggests that it has undergone a 
precipitous decline coincident with the 
relatively recent arrival of West Nile 
virus in western North America. 
Therefore, we conclude, based on the 
best available scientific and commercial 
information, which is limited, that the 
adverse effects of West Nile virus to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo are not 
significant and do not constitute a threat 
at this time, nor is there any information 
to suggest that this situation will change 
into the future. 

All bird species, including the yellow- 
billed cuckoo, are exposed, to some 
extent, to parasites. Greiner et al. (1975, 
pp. 1762-1787) found 5 of 16 yellow- 
billed cuckoos infected with 
Leucocytozoon, Trypanosoma, and 
microfilaria blood parasites. No 
information indicates whether these and 
other parasites (see Hughes 1999, p. 18, 
for a brief review) pose any threat to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. 

Predation is a potential threat to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. On the 
Kern River, red-shouldered hawks 
(Buteo lineatus) and northern harriers 
(Circus cyaneus) have been observed 
preying on nestlings, and western 
yellow-billed cuckoos have been 
observed chasing western scrub-jays 
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(Aphelocoma californica) and 
loggerhead shrikes (Lanius 
ludovicianus) away from their nests 
(Laymon 1998, pp. 12-14); however, we 
do not have any information on the 
frequency of predation. An inverse 
relationship appears to exist between 
the presence of western yellow-billed 
cuckoos and western scrub-jays on the 
Sacramento River, indicating a possible 
aversion by the western yellow-billed 
cuckoos to nesting at sites occupied by 
western scrub-jays, a known predator of 
eggs and young (Halterman 1991, p. 38). 
Avian predators such as the Cooper’s 
hawks (Accipiter cooperii) or other 
similarly sized avian predators are 
thought to be the only avian predator 
capable of taking adult western yellow- 
billed cuckoos (Laymon 1998, pp. 12- 
13). During migration, adult western 
yellow-billed cuckoo are susceptible to 
predation by raptors, such as the 
Aplomado falcons (Falco femoralis) 
(Hector 1985, p. 338); however, we have 
no information to suggest that the rate 
of adult predation is significantly 
affecting the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo population. In the Sonoran town 
of Alamos, Mexico, Mackay (David 
Mackay 2012, in litt.) witnessed a brown 
vine snake (Oxybelis aeneus) leaving a 
western yellow-billed cuckoo nest after 
eating one of four nestlings. 


On the lower Colorado River, McNeil 
et al. (2011, p. 41) found that high nest 
predation rates (63 percent of nests 
failed) contributed to the much lower 
average nest productivity at restoration 
sites (1.25 young fledged per nest) 
compared to nests at the Bill Williams 
River NWR (2.14 young fledged per 
nest). Most of that predation was 
attributed to avian predators; however, 
for 2 consecutive years a nest was 
preyed upon by a California king snake 
(Lampropeltis getula californiae) 
(McNeil et al. 2011, p. 41; McNeil et al. 
2012, p. 50). Nest predation may have 
been high in restoration sites because 
most were located adjacent to 
agricultural areas, which may have 
increased the exposure of nests to 
human-adapted avian predators that 
thrive in agricultural areas. 
Additionally, these sites did not yet 
have the height, structure, and 
composition of more complex riparian 
habitats (McNeil et a/. 2011, pp. 41, 49; 
McNeil et al. 2012, p. 56) that may serve 
to hide nests from predators. Nest 
predation can be partially compensated 
by the ability of western yellow-billed 
cuckoos to renest when a nest fails. In 
general, despite the instances of nest 
predation listed above, western yellow- 
billed cuckoos have higher than normal 
nest success and lower nest predation 


rates than other open-cup nesting birds 


(Laymon et al. 1997, p. 11). 

In summary, western yellow-billed 
cuckoos, particularly the eggs or young 
in nests, are vulnerable to predation. 
Predation may be a significant threat in 
some localities and in some years, and 
may be influenced by several factors, 
such as surrounding land use and size 
and complexity of riparian habitat. As a 
result, predation may act periodically in 
concert with other stressors that 
contribute to the decline of the species 
(which we discuss in greater detail 
under Factor E, below). However, we 
conclude that predation by itself does 
not pose a significant threat to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo at this 
time, and we do not have any reason to 
believe that this situation will change 
substantially in the future. 

We conclude that predation, parasites, 
and disease are not currently significant 
threats to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, and are not expected to become 
significant threats in the near future. 


D. The Inadequacy of Existing 
Regulatory Mechanisms 


Under this factor, we examine 
whether existing regulatory mechanisms 
are inadequate to address the threats to 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
discussed under other factors. We give 
strongest weight to statutes and their 
implementing regulations, and 
management direction that stems from 
those laws and regulations. They are 
nondiscretionary and enforceable, and 
are considered a regulatory mechanism 
under this analysis. Examples include 
State governmental actions enforced 
under a State statute or constitution, or 
Federal action under statute. 

Some other programs are more 
voluntary in nature or dependent on 
available funding; in those cases, we 
analyze the specific facts for that effort 
to ascertain its effectiveness at 
mitigating the threat and the extent to 
which it can be relied on in the future. 
Having evaluated the significance of the 
threat as mitigated by any such 
conservation efforts, we analyze under 
Factor D the extent to which existing 
regulatory mechanisms adequately 
address the specific threats to the 
species. Regulatory mechanisms, if they 
exist, may preclude the need for listing 
if we determine that such mechanisms 
adequately address the threats to the 
species such that listing is not 
warranted. 

We have identified a number of 
significant threats to the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo that are impacting 
the species now and will continue to 
impact the species in the future. The 
decline of the western yellow-billed 


cuckoo is primarily the result of the 
long-lasting effects of habitat loss and 
modification from altered hydrology 
resulting from decades of dam 
construction, channelization, water 
extraction, and other activities, as well 
as impacts associated with climate 
change. Other threats include loss of 
habitat to agricultural and other land 
uses, overgrazing, exposure to pesticides 
(which is addressed in Factor E, below), 
wildfire, and conversion of habitat to 
monotypic stands of nonnative 
vegetation. Under this factor, we discuss 
whether the existing regulatory 
mechanisms adequately address impacts 
to the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
described under Factors A and E, based 
on the best available information. 


Federal Regulatory Mechanisms 


In the United States, the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. Sec. 
703-712) is the only current Federal 
protection provided for the yellow- 
billed cuckoo. The yellow-billed cuckoo 
(the entire taxonomically defined 
species), which includes the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo, is considered a 
‘migratory bird’’ under the MBTA. The 
MBTA prohibits “take” of any migratory 
bird. Take is defined as: ‘‘to pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, 
or collect, or attempt to pursue, hunt, 
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or 
collect.’’ However, no provisions in the 
MBTA prevent habitat destruction 
unless direct mortality or destruction of 
active nests occurs. 

The Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (43 
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) requires that ‘“‘the 
public lands be managed in a manner 
that will protect the quality of scientific, 
scenic, historical, ecological, 
environmental, air and atmospheric, 
water resource, and archeological 
values; that. . . will preserve and 
protect certain public lands in their 
natural condition; (and) that will 
provide food and habitat for fish and 
wildlife... .’’ Furthermore, it is the 
policy of the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) “‘to manage habitat 
with emphasis on ecosystems to ensure 
self-sustaining populations and a 
natural abundance and diversity of 
wildlife, fish, and plant resources on 
public lands” (BLM manual 6500.06). 
Similarly, the National Forest 
Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) 
directs that the National Forest System 
‘where appropriate and to the extent 
practicable, will preserve and enhance 
the diversity of plant and animal 
communities.” Additionally, section 
219.12(g) calls for the maintenance of 
viable populations of native vertebrates 
in national forests. As such, FLPMA and 
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NFMA have the potential to benefit the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo and its 
habitat. However, given that the BLM 
and USFS have discretion in how these 
statutes are carried out and measures are 
implemented, we continue to see 
continued loss and degradation of 
habitat for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo on lands that these agencies 
manage. 

Congress passed the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972 and the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 
1977 (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) to provide 
for the restoration and maintenance of 
the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the Nation’s lakes, streams, 
and coastal waters. Primary authority 
for the implementation and enforcement 
of the CWA now rests with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and, to a lesser extent, the USACE. In 
addition to the measures authorized 
before 1972, the CWA implements a 
variety of programs, including Federal 
effluent limitations and State water 
quality standards, permits for the 
discharge of pollutants and dredged and 
fill materials into navigable waters, and 
enforcement mechanisms. Section 404 
of the CWA is the principal Federal 
program that regulates activities 
affecting the physical integrity of 
wetlands and other waters of the United 
States. 

Section 404 prohibits the discharge of 
dredged or fill material in jurisdictional 
waters of the United States, unless 
permitted by USACE under section 
404(a) (individual permits) or 404(e) 
(general permits), or unless the 
discharge is otherwise exempt from 
regulation as designated in section 
404(r). Some areas of riparian habitat 
may be considered ‘waters of the 
United States,” but many areas of 
riparian habitat do not meet the term’s 
strict definition. The Service can review 
permit applications and provide 
recommendations to the USACE to 
avoid and minimize impacts and to 
implement conservation measures for 
fish and wildlife resources, including 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 
However, incorporation of Service 
recommendations into section 404 
permits is at the discretion of the 
USACE. 

Furthermore, not all activities in 
wetlands or streams involve fill, and not 
all wetlands or streams fall under the 
jurisdiction of the USACE. For example, 
in areas where the historical floodplain 
has been cut off from the river by levees, 
determining the boundaries of wetlands 
subject to USACE jurisdiction becomes 
complex. The areas behind these levees 
have had their hydrological 
characteristics altered, soil conditions 


changed, and riparian vegetation 
removed. As a result, these former 
floodplains, which in some cases would 
be important to protect and restore as 
habitat for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, fall outside the jurisdiction of 
the USACE. Additionally, many actions 
that resulted in adverse hydrological 
modifications, such as channelization 
and levees, were implemented in 
compliance with the CWA. 

The National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 
requires all Federal agencies to formally 
document, consider, and publicly 
disclose the environmental impacts of 
major Federal actions and management 
decisions that have significant effects on 
the human environment (including 
natural resources); however, NEPA does 
not require that mitigation alternatives 
be implemented. Additionally, NEPA 
applies only to actions by Federal 
agencies, so private landowners are not 
required to comply with NEPA unless a 
Federal agency is involved through 
provision of Federal funding or a 
Federal permit. 

Through the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (FWCA) (16 U.S.C. 
661 et seq.), the Service may 
recommend discretionary conservation 
measures to avoid, minimize, and offset 
impacts to fish and wildlife resources 
resulting from Federal projects and 
water development projects authorized 
by the USACE and other Federal 
agencies such as Reclamation. 
Therefore, the FWCA may provide some 
protection for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo and its habitat through 
avoidance and minimization measures 
that may be incorporated into Federal 
projects. However, these measures are 
discretionary. 

A majority of dams in the western 
United States supply hydropower, and 
their construction and ongoing 
operation is authorized by the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), 
under the Federal Power Act of 1920, 
which incorporates by reference the 
FWCA and NEPA. The remainder of 
hydropower in the western United 
States is largely produced by the USACE 
and Reclamation. Reclamation also 
oversees water diversion and delivery 
projects. FERC reconsiders its 
hydropower licenses every 30 to 50 
years. Through the various Federal 
regulations under which these agencies 
implement their water projects, the 
Service has an opportunity to 
periodically review their permits and 
relicensing applications and provide its 
recommendations to avoid and 
minimize impacts, and implement 
conservation measures for fish and 
wildlife resources, including species 


such as the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. Implementation of these 
recommendations by FERC, USACE, 
and Reclamation is discretionary for 
nonlisted species. We continue to see 
loss and degradation of habitat for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo as a result 
of altered hydrology from operation of 
dams and other water supply projects, 
as described under Factor A. 

The EPA is responsible for regulating 
pesticides under the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and the 
Food Quality Protection Act. Before a 
pesticide can be distributed, sold, and 
used in the United States, it must first 
go through a registration process 
through the EPA. The EPA conducts 
short- and long-term toxicity tests to 
evaluate potential adverse effects on 
humans, wildlife, fish, and plants, 
including endangered species and 
nontarget organisms, and evaluates the 
potential for possible contamination of 
surface water or ground water from 
leaching, runoff, and spray drift. The 
sensitivity of any life stages of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo or its prey 
items to exposure from common 
agricultural pesticides that could leach, 
runoff, or migrate from agricultural 
areas into the habitat of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo has not been 
tested. However the EPA does evaluate 
the effects of these factors on surrogate 
species and has determined the use of 
certain approved pesticides are 
appropriate in areas used by the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. Even if approved 
application procedures are followed, 
pesticides could reduce available insect 
prey for the western yellow-billed 
cuckoos. 


State Regulatory Mechanisms 


The majority of occupied areas for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo north of 
Mexico occur within California, 
Arizona, and New Mexico (Hughes 
1999, p. 1). Only California classifies the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo as 
endangered (CDFW 2011, p. 10). The 
California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA) prohibits unpermitted 
possession, purchase, sale, or take of 
listed species. However, the CESA 
definition of take does not include 
harm, which under the Federal Act can 
include destruction of habitat that 
actually kills or injures wildlife by 
significantly impairing essential 
behavioral patterns (50 CFR 17.3). CESA 
does require consultation between the 
CDFW and other State agencies to 
ensure that their activities will not 
jeopardize the continued existence of 
State-listed species; however, the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo continues 
to decline in California despite its status 
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as a State-listed species. In Arizona, the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo is listed as 
a species of concern (Arizona Game and 
Fish Department 2002, p. 3), with no 
protective status. The western yellow- 
billed cuckoo has no special protective 
status in New Mexico. 

The State of California has an 
additional layer of pesticide regulation 
through the Department of Pesticide 
Regulation, whose mission is to protect 
human health and the environment by 
regulating pesticide sales and use. 
While concentrating on human health 
and exposure to pesticides, the agency 
has a program (Endangered Species 
Project) that maps sites occupied by 
federally listed species and candidate 
species and evaluates pesticide 
exposure risks to the species at those 
sites. This project does not include 
species like the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo that are listed as endangered by 
the State but not the Federal 
Government. In addition, the work was 
carried out in 1997 prior to the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo becoming a 
Federal candidate species. As a result 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo has 
not been included in the project. 

Washington State’s Department of 
Fish and Wildlife considers the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo a candidate for 
listing. The State wildlife agencies in 
Wyoming, Montana, Colorado, and 
Texas classify the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo as a species of concern or a 
sensitive species. In Utah, the Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) 
has designated the yellow-billed cuckoo 
as a State-sensitive species and the 
yellow-billed cuckoo has been a priority 
for the State’s Native Terrestrial Wildlife 
Program since the late 1990’s. For 
example, in 2009, surveys for the 
species were conducted on National 
Park Service and adjacent lands at Cubs 
Creek and Jones Hole in northeastern 
Utah (Beason 2009, pp. 1-19). During 
these surveys no western yellow-billed 
cuckoos were detected on lands 
managed by the National Park Service in 
Dinosaur National Monument or private 
land in northwestern Colorado. 
However, suitable habitat is found 
within Dinosaur National Monument. 
UDWR has implemented additional 
survey and monitoring efforts over the 
past 2 years. This status allows for 
enhanced attention for the species and 
potential voluntary conservation, but 
the status provides no conservation 
assurances or regulatory oversite. 

The western yellow-billed cuckoo is 
identified as a Species of Greatest 
Conservation Need in Idaho’s 
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation 
Strategy (Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game 2005, Appendix B, p. 7), and, 


under Idaho State law, is considered a 
protected nongame species. It is illegal 
to intentionally take or possess a 
protected nongame species, except as 
provided in sections 36-106(e) and 36-— 
1107, Idaho Code, by Commission rule, 
or the Idaho Administrative Procedures 
Act 13.01.10, ‘“‘“Rules Governing the 
Importation, Possession, Release, Sale, 
or Salvage of Wildlife,”’ subsection 
100.06.b (Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game 2005, Appendix B, p. 5). While 
protected status extends certain 
protections to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo in Idaho, neither this status nor 
the Species of Greatest Conservation 
Need designation protects its habitat. 


In Nevada, the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo is identified as critically 
imperiled due to extreme rarity, 
imminent threats, or biological factors, 
but this designation provides no 
protection for habitat. Western yellow- 
billed cuckoos have no State status in 
Oregon because it has not been 
considered an active breeding species 
since the 1940s (Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 2005, p. 3). State 
Wildlife Action Plans that include the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo as a 
species of conservation concern are: 
California, Washington, Arizona, 
Colorado, Montana, Idaho, New Mexico, 
Utah, Texas, Nevada, and Wyoming. 
These plans identify conservation needs 
and actions for a broad range of species 
and habitats, but their implementation 
is discretionary. 


In summary, where the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo is State-listed 
(CA), a State candidate (WA), a species 
of concern or sensitive species (AZ, ID, 
WY, MT, CO, TX), or critically 
imperiled (NV), these designations 
contain no protection for the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo from habitat 
modification or destruction, as 
described under Factors A and E. 
Existing State regulatory mechanisms 
are not specifically designed to protect 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo from 
habitat loss and degradation from 
altered hydrology from upstream dams 
and surface water and ground water 
diversions, encroachment into the 
floodplain by agricultural and other 
development activities, bank 
stabilization and levee construction and 
maintenance activities, overgrazing, 
pesticide use on adjacent agricultural 
lands, conversion of habitat to 
monotypic stands of nonnative 
vegetation, gravel mining, wildfire, 
drought, and climate change across the 
range of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. 


Canadian, Mexican, and Other 
International Laws 


Canada 


The Canadian Government through 
the Department of the Environment 
(Environment Canada, which was first 
established by the Department of the 
Environment Act of 1971) administers 
numerous acts to preserve and enhance 
the quality of Canada’s natural 
environment. Acts identified for 
conservation of wildlife and plant 
species or their habitat are identified 
below. 

1916 Great Britain-United States 
Convention for the Protection of 
Migratory Birds. Canada has committed 
to migratory bird protection through the 
1916 Great Britain—United States 
Convention for the Protection of 
Migratory Birds in Canada, which 
encourages voluntary cooperative 
actions to protect identified migratory 
birds. The yellow-billed cuckoo is listed 
under the 1916 Great Britain—United 
States Convention for the Protection of 
Migratory Birds in Canada. In addition, 
Canada has enacted the Migratory Birds 
Convention Act of 1994 (MBCA). The 
MBCA is intended to ensure the 
conservation of migratory bird 
populations by regulating potentially 
harmful human activities. The 
implementing regulations of the MBCA 
ban all activities that are harmful to 
migratory birds, their eggs or their nests, 
but does not protect habitat. Also, some 
activities, such as hunting or scientific 
collection, may be allowed with an 
appropriate permit. 

The Species at Risk Act of 2002. The 
purpose of the Species at Risk Act 
(SARA) is to prevent Canadian native 
wildlife and plant species, subspecies, 
and distinct populations from becoming 
extirpated or extinct, to provide for the 
recovery of endangered or threatened 
species, and encourage the management 
of other species to prevent them from 
becoming at risk. SARA establishes the 
Committee on the Status of Endangered 
Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) as an 
independent body of experts 
responsible for assessing and identifying 
species at risk. SARA also, among other 
objectives, establishes: Prohibitions to 
protect listed Canadian threatened and 
endangered species and their critical 
habitat; requirements for use of the best 
available knowledge on assessing 
threats to and conservation for wildlife 
and plant species; and long- and short- 
term objectives for development of 
recovery strategies and action plans. 

The yellow-billed cuckoo is not 
identified as a species that is sensitive, 
threatened, or endangered under 
Canadian law. Within the range of the 
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western yellow-billed cuckoo, British 
Columbia considers the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo as an extirpated breeder, 
but that the species still does occur 
within the Province (British Columbia 
Conservation Data Centre, 2013). 

Canadian Environmental Protection 
Act of 1999. The Canadian 
Environmental Protection Act sets out 
several guiding principles for 
conserving the environment including 
but not limited to supporting: 
Sustainable development; pollution 
prevention; elimination of releases of 
substances that are persistent or that 
bioaccumulate; an ecosystem approach 
and using the precautionary principle 
on issues related to the environment; 
science-based national standards; and 
seeking intergovernmental cooperation 
for consistency and avoidance of 
duplication of efforts. Because the 
yellow-billed cuckoo is not considered 
a species at risk, implementation of 
environmental protection regulations 
are optional for the species. 

Mexico 

The Mexican Government, through its 
Secretaria de Medio Ambiente y 
Recursos Naturales (SEMARNAT), has 
authority to designate species as 
threatened or endangered. The western 
yellow-billed cuckoo is not listed by the 
Mexican Government’s Official Mexican 
Norm NOM-059-SEMARNAT-2010, 
Mexico’s threatened species law. The 
yellow-billed cuckoo is listed under the 
1936 Mexico—United States Convention 
for the Protection of Migratory Birds and 
Game Mammals (Service 2013b), which 
encourages voluntary cooperative 
actions to protect identified migratory 
birds and mammals. 

In 1988, the Mexican Government 
passed the General Law of Ecological 
Equilibrium and Environmental 
Protection, which is similar to NEPA in 
the United States. This Mexican statute 
requires an environmental assessment of 
private or government actions that may 
affect wildlife or their habitat. 
Currently, no known regulatory 
mechanisms or conservation planning 
are in place that specifically targets the 
conservation of habitat within the range 
of the western yellow-billed cuckoo in 
Mexico. Therefore, we anticipate 
continued threats in Mexico, with little 
or no protection to the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo. 

The National Natural Protected Areas 
(NPAs) system is a Mexican program to 
protect sensitive habitats and species. 
NPA designation is supposed to protect 
areas that have not been significantly 
altered by human activities and that 
provide diverse ecosystem services. 
However, prior to 1994, most NPAs 


lacked sound and comprehensive 
management plans. By 2000, 
approximately 30 percent of new and 
existing NPAs had developed 
management plans; however, under the 
NPA model these plans lacked detailed 
information, and in many cases could be 
considered obsolete. NPA goals to 
promote sustainable natural resources 
are often unattainable because of 
conflicting land ownership interests 
(Valdez et al. 2006, p. 272). The 
allocation of funds for management of 
natural reserve areas in Sonora is not 
assured, and some reserves have not 
received protection other than that 
given by government edicts or their 
natural isolation (Burquez and 
Martinez-Yrizar 1997, p. 378). Urban 
development has reduced some of 
Sonora’s natural reserves. Three of the 
reserves have already disappeared, 
reflecting the tenuous state of many 
nature reserves in Mexico (Burquez and 
Martinez-Yrizar 2007, p. 546). 

Wildlife management units, or UMAs, 
were part of a program developed and 
implemented by SEMARANT in 1997 to 
promote wildlife management on 
private property in Mexico (Weber et al. 
2006, p. 1480). The UMA program has 
not been effective in promoting wildlife 
management or biodiversity 
conservation. It has increased the 
introduction of exotic wildlife species to 
meet hunting demands. There is a lack 
of technical capability on private lands 
to conduct proper wildlife monitoring 
and management (Weber et al. 2006, p. 
1482). In Mexico, the exploitation of 
minerals and industrial development 
has not been matched by strong 
measures to protect the environment 
(Burquez and Martinez-Yrizar 2007, p. 
547). Surface water and ground water 
management in Mexico is also lacking, 
and restoring water quality and quantity 
to water bodies is a primary concern 
(Organisation for Economic Co- 
operation and Development (OECD) 
2013, p. 102). In the State of Sonora, 30 
years of unregulated water extraction 
from both above and below ground has 
resulted in serious water resource 
overexploitation and degradation (OECD 
2013, p. 115). Although regulatory 
measures are in place, they lack 
consistent implementation and 
oversight (OECD 2013, p. 133). 

Current efforts for protecting the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo in Mexico 
primarily consist of identifying areas as 
Important Areas for Bird Conservation 
(Areas de Importancia para la 
Conservacion de las Aves), but no 
specific projects or conservation efforts 
are focused on the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo or its habitat (SAnchez-Gonzalez 
and Berlanga 2012 in litt.). 


Lack of habitat protection for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo in 
northwestern Mexico also impacts the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo in the 
United States because individuals are 
known to make transitory movements 
up to several hundred miles between 
the southwestern United States and 
northern Mexico within a single 
breeding season (Sechrist et a/. 2012, p. 
5), so that individuals that breed in the 
United States also depend to some 
extent on habitat in northern Mexico. 
We are not aware of any information on 
the number of western yellow-billed 
cuckoos that utilize habitats in both 
countries during a given breeding 
season; however, these are also stopover 
areas between breeding and wintering 
grounds in South America, and are 
important as foraging habitat. Therefore, 
lack of regulatory protections for habitat 
of the western yellow-billed cuckoo in 
northwestern Mexico also affects 
western yellow-billed cuckoos in the 
southwestern United States. 

In regard to potential for pesticide 
exposure south of the U.S. border, 
Mexico has the second largest pesticide 
sales in Latin America, behind Brazil, 
which together account for 78 percent of 
the volume of pesticides within 11 Latin 
American countries (Mora 1997, pp. 3— 
4). While Mexico has laws concerning 
pesticide use, and import regulations on 
certain pesticides, there is limited 
enforcement capacity (Behre 2003, pp. 
337-338). The same is true in Paraguay, 
Bolivia, Brazil, and Argentina, where 
yellow-billed cuckoos winter. For 
example, in Paraguay, at the center of 
the yellow-billed cuckoo’s wintering 
range, importation and use of many 
pesticides are banned, but it is 
estimated that the amount of pesticides 
that are imported illegally are double 
the amount that are imported legally 
(Scribano 2013, entire). For additional 
information on pesticides, see Factor E 
below. 

Based on the best available 
information, the regulatory mechanisms 
in Mexico that would protect the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo from 
threats described under Factors A and E 
are either lacking or not being fully 
implemented. These include water 
supply projects, water diversions, 
expansion of agricultural activities and 
overgrazing, conversion of habitat to 
nonnative vegetation, climate change 
(Factor A), and pesticides, as well as the 
threat of small, isolated patches of 
western yellow-billed cuckoo habitat 
(Factor E). 


Summary of Factor D 


Various Federal, State, and 
international regulatory mechanisms in 
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place provide varying degrees of 
conservation oversight that may to some 
degree address the threat of ongoing 
habitat loss and degradation resulting 
from altered hydrology, conversion of 
habitat to nonnative vegetation, climate 
change, agricultural activities (Factor 
A), or exposure to pesticides and effects 
of small and isolated habitat patches 
(Factor E). In California, where the 
species is listed as endangered, 
regulations prohibit unpermitted 
possession, purchase, sale, or take of 
listed species. Such prohibition of take 
does not include the species’ habitat, 
and the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
continues to decline in California 
despite its status as a State-listed 
species. In addition, even though the 
California Department of Pesticide 
Regulations has a program to protect 
endangered species, the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo has not been included as 
a covered species. 

Because the yellow-billed cuckoo is 
not a protected or sensitive species in 
Canada, Mexico, or in a majority of the 
United States, and a variety of factors 
influence the species and its habitat, we 
have determined that the current 
regulatory regime does not adequately 
address the majority of impacts to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo or its 
habitat. As described under Factor A, 
one of the primary threats with the 
greatest severity and magnitude of 
impact to western yellow-billed cuckoo 
is the loss of habitat as a result of altered 
hydrologic functioning of streams in the 
West. Although some protections 
currently exist for the species and its 
habitat as a result of existing regulatory 
mechanisms at the Federal, State, or 
local level, our evaluation suggests these 
protections are inadequate to address 
the threats associated with the species 
and its habitat. 


E. Other Natural or Manmade Factors 
Affecting Its Continued Existence 


Small and Widely Separated Habitat 
Patches 


As described in the Background 
section and under Factor A, the habitat 
of the western yellow-billed cuckoo has 
undergone significant loss and 
modification within its occupied 
breeding range as a result of widespread 
multiple human-caused effects. These 
include altered hydrology in 
watercourses and past loss and 
degradation from agriculture. Past 
destruction and modification 
transformed formerly large expanses of 
riparian habitat into a number of smaller 
patches of smaller total area, isolated 
from each other by a matrix of mostly 
human-altered habitats (McGill, 1975, 





pp. 1-4; Thompson, 1961, pp. 294-315; 
Wilcove et al. 1986, p. 237). The 
potential natural regeneration or 
restoration of the habitat to reconnect 
these areas is low due to various reasons 
(see Factor A discussion). Under the 
best of circumstances, for riparian 
habitat (willows, cottonwoods) to 
mature to the point at which it provides 
for appropriate food, shelter, and 
breeding conditions for the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo may take 3-5 years 
(Golet et al. 2008, pp. 20-22). However, 
in areas where conditions are less than 
optimal, habitat may take several 
decades to mature to the point where it 
would be available for use (Strahan 
1984, pp. 58-67; Briggs 1995, pp. 63-67; 
Opperman and Merenlender 2004, pp. 
822-834; Trowbridge et al. 2004, pp. 
157-164; Morris et al. 2006, pp. 106- 
116; Griggs 2009, p. 12). 

As a result, the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo now primarily occurs in smaller, 
more widely separated populations. 
Compared to large populations, smaller 
populations are disproportionately 
affected by natural and manmade 
factors. These stressors vary in 
frequency, timing, and magnitude across 
the species’ range. They are related or 
correlated to each other or act in 
combination to result in significant 
impacts to the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo within all or portions of its 
range. 

One of the ramifications of smaller, 
more isolated habitat patches is that the 
smaller the patch, the more edge it has 
in proportion to its area, which 
increases the percentage of the available 
habitat exposed to the surrounding land 
uses (Hunter 1996, pp. 186-187). This is 
a particularly prevalent characteristic of 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo’s 
remaining disjunct habitat patches, as 
many patches are in proximity to 
agricultural and other human-altered 
landscapes. For example, such land use 
currently dominates much of the 
riparian landscape within many regions, 
particularly along some reaches of the 
lower Colorado River, Sacramento 
River, Snake River, Verde River, Gila 
River, Santa Cruz River, San Pedro 
River, and Rio Grande; and also in parts 
of northern Mexico in the vicinity of 
floodplain farming along the Sonora, 
Magdalena, and Moctezuma Rivers 
(Villasenor-Gomez 2006, p. 111). 

Agricultural activities on adjacent 
lands affect riparian bird communities 
in ways that may result in lower 
reproductive success, and possible 
abandonment of the patch, as reviewed 
by Saab (1999, pp. 136, 147-148). Saab 
(1999, p. 147) found that bird species, 
including the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, were more likely to occur in 


riparian habitat along the Snake River, 
Idaho, in sites surrounded by upland 
natural vegetation than in habitat 
adjacent to agricultural lands. Saab 
found that, compared to habitat patches 
surrounded by natural habitat, patches 
near agricultural lands supported more 
avian nest predators that prosper in 
human-altered landscapes and have a 
greater effect on the smaller, fragmented 
habitats (Saab 1999, p. 147). Increases in 
these predators can result in more nest 
losses and discourage western yellow- 
billed cuckoos from nesting, thus 
suppressing local western yellow-billed 
cuckoo population size. Increases in 
nonnative vegetation can displace or 
degrade suitable nesting and foraging 
habitat, thereby leading to lower 
utilization of such areas by western 
yellow-billed cuckoos. Together, the 
effects can lead to western yellow-billed 
cuckoos abandoning these small habitat 
patches, 

The western yellow-billed cuckoo is 
currently found in the largest 
contiguous and least-fragmented 
remaining habitat patches. For example, 
in California, sites larger than 198 ac (80 
ha) in extent and wider than 950 ft (600 
m) provided optimal patch size for 
western yellow-billed cuckoos (Laymon 
and Halterman 1989, p. 275). Nesting 
western yellow-billed cuckoos are 
sensitive to patch size and seldom use 
patches smaller than 325 x 975 ft (100 
x 300 m) (Hughes 1999, p. 20). This 
observed preferential use of large 
patches strongly suggests that the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo is 
sensitive to fragmentation and 
reductions in habitat patch size. 
Moreover, patch-size reduction 
combined with the scarcity of larger 
patches keeps the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo breeding population size 
depressed. Such effects prevent the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo from 
reversing its long-term decline in 
population and range (Hunter 1996, pp. 
179-187). 

Moreover, isolated breeding sites 
separated by hundreds of miles of 
nonhabitat also reduce the ease with 
which dispersing juvenile and returning 
adult western yellow-billed cuckoos are 
able to find these sites. This isolation 
may result in low colonization and 
reoccupation rates, so that otherwise 
suitable habitat remains unoccupied or 
occupied at low densities (Laymon and 
Halterman 1989, p. 274; Hunter 1996, p. 
185). For example, the Sacramento River 
still appears to have sufficient habitat to 
maintain a self-sustaining population of 
western yellow-billed cuckoos, as more 
than 25,000 ac (10,117 ha) of riparian 
and associated natural habitat has been 
protected and other sections are in the 
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process of being restored. However, not 
all suitable patches are occupied or may 
only be occupied in very low densities, 
and the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
population remains much lower than its 
potential (Dettling and Howell 2011, pp. 
20-21). 

On the Colorado River (between Lake 
Mead and the Mexico border), habitat 
restoration efforts are being 
implemented as a result of the Lower- 
Colorado River Multi-species 
Conservation Plan (LCR MSCP). The 
LCR MSCP permittees are in the process 
of creating and maintaining up to 4,050 
ac (1,639 ha) of western yellow-billed 
cuckoo habitat, reducing the risk of loss 
of created habitat to wildfire, replacing 
created habitat affected by wildfire, and 
avoiding and minimizing operational 
and management impacts to western 
yellow-billed cuckoos over the 50-year 
life of the permit (2005 to 2055) (Lower 
Colorado River Multi-Species 
Conservation Program 2004, pp. 5—30— 
5-36, Table 5-10, 5-58—5-60). Not all of 
the habitat has been created, and as a 
result, the restoration sites are not 
contiguous along the entire river reach. 
Monitoring and survey efforts for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo have 
shown an increase in detections, but the 
majority of detections were confined to 
only a few of the larger areas (McNeil et 
al. 2011, pp. 1-16). 

In summary, despite efforts to protect 
and restore riparian habitat along the 
Sacramento River and Colorado River 
and elsewhere in the range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, these 
efforts offset only a small fraction of 
historical habitat that has been lost. 
Therefore, the threats resulting from the 
species’ behavioral response to the 
multiple, combined effects of small and 
widely separated habitat patches 
exacerbate the effect of other threats 
within a large portion of the range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Moreover, because the threats that 
create small and isolated patches are 
ongoing (see Factor A) and maturation 
of regenerated or restored habitat may 
take several decades to fully provide for 
the needs of the species, we expect the 
effects of the species’ response to small 
patch size to continue to adversely 
impact the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo into the future. 


Pesticides 


Exposure to pesticides may also be a 
threat to western yellow-billed cuckoos 
because it negatively impacts 
populations of insect prey (Groschupf 
1987, p. 29; Hughes 1999, p. 2). The 
effects of pesticides on western yellow- 
billed cuckoos can be from intentional 
aerial spraying of habitat for mosquito 


or forest pest control, or from overspray 
or drift when the species’ foraging 
habitat is located next to agricultural 
fields. Pesticides can affect western 
yellow-billed cuckoos foraging for 
grasshoppers at the field-forest interface 
or foraging for caterpillars in riparian 
habitat adjacent to the sprayed fields. 
Accumulation of chlorinated 
hydrocarbon pesticides, particularly 
dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT), 
has affected other bird species, 
particularly top predators (Robinson 
and Bolen 1989, pp. 269-275). 
Pesticides may affect behavior (for 
example, loss of balance) or cause death 
by direct contact. Pesticide use may 
indirectly affect western yellow-billed 
cuckoos by reducing prey numbers, or 
by poisoning nestlings if sprayed 
directly in areas where the birds are 
nesting (Laymon and Halterman 1987b, 
p. 23; Lehman and Walker 2001, p. 12). 
Western yellow-billed cuckoo prey 
populations were affected by aerial 
spraying of larvicides for control of 
mosquitoes at Caswell State Park in 
California (Laymon 1998, p. 12) and in 
Colorado to control an outbreak of 
caterpillars on box elders near Durango 
(Colyer 2001, pp. 1-6). The available 
evidence suggests that a reduction in 
prey availability results in reduced 
nesting success (Laymon 1980, p. 27; 
Hughes 1999, pp. 19-20), and pairs may 
even forgo breeding in years with 
inadequate food supplies (Veit and 
Petersen 1993, pp. 258-259). Therefore, 
the application of pesticides directly 
onto areas of riparian habitat may 
indirectly affect the reproductive 
success of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo, leading to nest failure and 
lowered population size. Additionally, 
because breeding site fidelity is in part 
dependent on previous successful 
nesting (see the Breeding Site Fidelity 
section of the proposed rule), western 
yellow-billed cuckoos may abandon 
otherwise suitable nest sites where prey 
availability is limited by pesticide use, 
resulting in curtailment of its occupied 


range. 
Effects from overspray of pesticides 
are more pronounced in smaller patches 
next to agricultural fields (because they 
have more edges, which allows for 
increased chances of exposure), but the 
effects of pesticides could also affect 
larger habitat patches as well. In many 
areas riparian habitat borders 
agricultural lands, such as California’s 
Central Valley, the lower Colorado 
River, Snake River, Gila River, Rio 
Grande Valley, and rivers in northern 
Mexico, including the Sonora, Yaqui, 
Mayo, and Moctezuma, where western 
yellow-billed cuckoos are vulnerable to 
pesticide exposure. Laymon (1980, pp. 





11-12) reported sublethal poisoning of 
young western yellow-billed cuckoos 
caused by spraying active nests in 
walnut orchards in California. 

Although DDT use has been banned 
in the United States since 1972, and in 
Mexico since 1999, yellow-billed 
cuckoos may be exposed to DDT in 
Mexico or on wintering grounds where 
DDT is still used despite any bans on its 
use. The soil half-life for DDT is from 2 
to 15 years. However, in some Cases, 
half of the DDT initially present will 
remain for 20, 30, or more years (U.S. 
Department of Human Health & Human 
Services, Agency for Toxic Substances 
and Disease Registry 1994, pp. 3-4). 

For example, yellow-billed cuckoos 
(most likely of the eastern population) 
collected during the spring and fall 
migration in Florida had unusually high 
concentrations of DDT, suggesting 
exposure on the wintering grounds in 
South America (Grocki and Johnston 
1974, pp. 186-188). Analysis of two 
eggs collected in California in 1979 
showed very low levels of 
dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene 
(DDE), a stable metabolite of DDT, but 
eggshell fragments collected in 1985 
from three nests along the South Fork 
Kern River in California averaged 19 
percent thinner than pre-DDT era 
eggshells (Laymon and Halterman 
1987b, pp. 22-23). DDT has caused 
eggshell thinning in other bird species, 
and this percentage of thinning in other 
species has allowed eggs to be crushed 
during incubation, but there is no 
information showing that western 
yellow-billed cuckoo eggs have been 
crushed during incubation because of 
shell thinning. 

A recent study in southern Sonora, 
Mexico, tested for the presence of a 
group of agricultural pesticides banned 
in the United States, known as 
organochlorine pesticides (beta- 
hexachlorocyclohexane (BHC), lindane, 
aldrin, endrin, b-endosulfan, 
methoxychlor, p, pO—DDE, p, p0- 
Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane (DDD), 
p, pO—DDT). Collectively called OCPs, 
these pesticides are persistent in the 
environment. Soil samples collected 
from 24 localities in the Yaqui and 
Mayo Valleys of southern Sonora, 
Mexico, watersheds in which the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo is known 
to breed, were found to have higher OCP 
levels than other regions of the world. 
The OCPs were predominantly DDT 
(Cantu-Soto et al. 2011, p. 559), despite 
its having been discontinued in Mexico 
in 1999 after decades of heavy use in 
agriculture and for malaria control 
(Yanez et al. 2004, p. 18). This finding 
may indicate recent applications of DDT 
in agricultural soils (Cantu-Soto et al. 
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2011, p. 559). Because of the proximity 
of habitat for western yellow-billed 
cuckoos to these valleys and the 
prevalence of floodplain agriculture in 
northern Mexico, these pesticides, 
especially DDT, may be having 
widespread long-lasting effects on the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. These 
include direct and indirect exposure 
through ingestion of contaminated prey 
items, and reduction in prey availability 
from direct exposure and pesticide 
runoff into habitat that supports western 
yellow-billed cuckoos. 

Neonicotinoid pesticides are systemic 
chemicals that are taken up through 
various plant parts and can be 
distributed through a plant’s tissues. 
These chemicals can be applied to a 
plant as a seed coating, soil contact, 
irrigation water, or as a foliar spray. 
Many of these chemicals are long acting 
with half-lives up to 2 years. Plant 
tissues that have been treated are toxic 
to both sap-sucking (e.g., aphids and 
true bugs) and foliage-eating insects 
(e.g., caterpillars, katydids, 
grasshoppers, and beetles). Many of 
these foliage-eating insects are potential 
prey of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo. These chemicals have the 
potential to reduce prey abundance if 
intentionally or accidentally applied to 
foliage on which western yellow-billed 
cuckoos forage. To date no scientific 
studies have been done on western 
yellow-billed cuckoos and their prey, 
but additional reports and research on 
these chemicals discuss the potential 
adverse effects (Mineau and Whiteside 
2013; Hopwood et al. 2013; Mineau and 
Palmer 2013). 

In summary, pesticide use is 
widespread in agricultural areas in the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo breeding 
range in the United States and northern 
Mexico. Yellow-billed cuckoos have 
been exposed to the effects of pesticides 
on their wintering grounds, as 
evidenced by DDT found in their eggs 
and eggshell thinning in the United 
States. Because much of the species’ 
habitat is in proximity to agriculture, 
the potential exists for direct and 
indirect effects to a large portion of the 
species in these areas through altered 
physiological functioning, prey 
availability, and, therefore, reproductive 
success, which ultimately results in 
lower population abundance and 
curtailment of the occupied range. 
While agricultural pesticides can kill 
prey of the yellow-billed cuckoo, and 
documentation exists of pesticide 
exposure in the wild, described above, 
no known data are available to 
determine specifically how often 
agricultural chemicals may be affecting 
yellow-billed cuckoo prey availability, 


locations where it may be particularly 
significant, or the extent to which 
pesticides may be responsible for 
population-level effects in the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. However, based 
on the close proximity of agricultural 
areas to where the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo breeds, the threat is potentially 
significant. 


Collisions With Communication 
Towers, Wind Turbines, Solar Power 
Towers, and Other Tall Structures 


Yellow-billed cuckoos are vulnerable 
to collision with communication towers 
and other tall structures, particularly 
during their migration. For example, 
several hundred yellow-billed cuckoo 
mortalities were documented at a single 
television tower in Florida over a 29- 
year period (Crawford and Stevenson 
1984, p. 199; Crawford and Engstrom 
2001, p. 383), and at an airport 
ceilometer in the east (Howell et al. 
1954, p. 212). Lesser numbers of yellow- 
billed cuckoos have been reported as 
killed at other sites with both television 
towers and wind turbines in Wisconsin, 
West Virginia, and northern Texas 
(Kemper 1996, p. 223; Schechter 2009, 
p. 1; Bird Watching 2011, p. 1), 
Although these mortalities were in the 
eastern segment of the population, with 
the number of tall towers that have been 
constructed in recent years in the 
western United States, the potential 
exists for collisions with the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. Remains of a 
yellow-billed cuckoo along with 70 
other species of birds have been 
recovered at the Ivanpah solar power 
tower facility (California) during its first 
year of operation (Kagan et al. 2014, p. 
10). Without further study, we 
anticipate this to be a minor, but 
ongoing, effect to individual yellow- 
billed cuckoos, but in combination with 
all the other effects to this species, as 
described under Factors A and E, 
mortality from collision would have an 
additive effect to the threats facing the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. 


Conservation Efforts To Reduce Other 
Natural or Manmade Factors Affecting 
Its Continued Existence 


Active and hydrological process- 
based restoration of riparian habitat on 
the Colorado, Kern, and Sacramento 
Rivers and elsewhere will help reduce 
habitat fragmentation, small patch size, 
and overall lack of habitat. In some 
restoration plans, reduction of 
fragmentation is a stated goal, and 
restoration sites are planned for sites 
adjacent to existing habitat. The 
Colorado River riparian habitat 
restoration work is just beginning and is 
part of the Lower Colorado River Multi- 


Species Conservation Plan. This habitat 
conservation plan calls for the creation 
of 5,940 ac (2405 ha) of riparian habitat 
through active restoration of which 
4,050 ac (1,640 ha) will be suitable for 
western yellow-billed cuckoos 
(Reclamation 2004, Sec. 5, p. 58). Active 
restoration work began on the South 
Fork Kern River in California, in 1986. 
To date, 340 ac (138 ha) of riparian 
habitat have been restored (Audubon 
California 2012, pp. 1-10). Along the 
Sacramento River, the Sacramento River 
National Wildlife Refuge has 
implemented an active riparian 
restoration program. Riparian habitat 
restoration activities have been 
conducted on 4,513 ac (1,826 ha) with 
2,400 ac (738 ha) slated for additional 
restoration (Hammond 2011, p. 14). In 
Utah, from 2008-2013, the State’s 
Watershed Restoration Initiative (WRI) 
has invested funding with partners 
toward collaborative habitat 
enhancement efforts in lowland riparian 
habitats. The efforts were distributed 
across 35 different projects and totaled 
more than 8,000 ac (3,200 ha). 

At present, restoration occurs on a 
relatively small scale in comparison to 
the need to reduce habitat fragmentation 
and increase the overall extent of 
suitable habitat. Future process-based 
restoration projects that restore natural 
river hydrology show great promise for 
large-scale restoration of riparian habitat 
for western yellow-billed cuckoos. 

To date, conservation efforts, though 
helpful, have been inadequate to 
significantly reduce the effects of 
natural or manmade factors affecting the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. 


Summary of Factor E 


As noted in Factor A, habitat for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo has been 
modified and curtailed, resulting in 
only remnants of formerly large tracts of 
native riparian forests, many of which 
are no longer occupied by western 
yellow-billed cuckoos. Despite recent 
efforts to protect existing, and restore 
additional, riparian habitat in the 
Sacramento, Kern, and Colorado Rivers, 
and other rivers in the range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo, these 
efforts offset only a small fraction of 
historical habitat that has been lost. 
Therefore, we expect the threat resulting 
from the combined effects associated 
with small and widely separated habitat 
patches to continue to affect a large 
portion of the range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo. This threat is 
particularly persistent where small 
habitat patches are in proximity to 
human-altered landscapes, such as near 
agricultural fields that dominate the 
landscape in many areas where the 
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western yellow-billed cuckoo occurs. As 
a result, the potential exists for 
pesticides to directly affect (poisoning 
individual cuckoos) and indirectly 
affect (reducing the prey base) a large 
portion of the species. These effects 
could ultimately result in lower 
population abundance and curtailment 
of its occupied range. Mortality from 
collisions with tall structures is also an 
ongoing but largely unquantified effect. 


Cumulative Impacts 


Habitat loss and degradation occurs 
throughout the range of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo (see Background 
section and Factor A above), and many 
of the threats under Factor A have 
worked and are working in combination 
to reduce the amount, configuration, 
and quality of the riparian habitat that 
remains. 

This array of Factor A threats, 
working in combination, creates the 
situation that then allows threats from 
the other listing factors to markedly 
affect the species. These other-factor 
threats may not be significant in and of 
themselves, but because they are not 
occurring in isolation they, in 
combination, are contributing to the 
population decline of the species. For 
example, as discussed in the Small and 
Widely Separated Habitat Patches 
section of Factor E, above, small habitat 
patches (resulting from the effects of 
Factor A threats) are more likely to have 
a larger number and a wider range of 
nest predators (see the Predation section 
of Factor C, above) because more nest 
predators occur in ecological edges. 
Additionally, habitat patches near areas 
of agricultural or urban development 
can foster higher densities of potential 
nest predators. Thus, any western 
yellow-billed cuckoo nesting in a small 
habitat patch near development may be 
subject to higher levels of nest predation 
and thus lower productivity. Moreover, 
the mere presence of certain nest 
predators in a habitat patch may elicit 
a behavioral response from western 
yellow-billed cuckoos such that they do 
not even attempt to nest in such habitat 
patches, even if other aspects of the 
habitat would suggest that it is suitable 
for nesting. 

Similarly, riparian habitat patches 
that occur near urban and agricultural 
development may be subject to 
intentional or accidental pesticide 
spraying, as discussed in the Pesticide 
section under Factor E. This spraying 
would be unlikely to occur but for the 
habitat patch’s proximity to 
development. This development likely 
occurs Close to the riparian habitat 
through a process similar to the 
generalized scenario described above 


(see also specific details under Factor 
A). 

Much of the available habitat is now 
in small patches with only a relatively 
few patches regularly occupied by 
nesting western yellow-billed cuckoos. 
Thus, the species’ intolerance of small 
patch size in combination with 
extensive habitat loss has resulted in 
much less suitable habitat and a greatly 
reduced western yellow-billed cuckoo 
population size. In areas at the edge of 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo’s 
current range (e.g., the Sacramento 
River), restoration of riparian habitat has 
not been accompanied by an increase in 
the species’ population indicating that 
other factors may be limiting the 
population in those areas. Moreover, 
large areas of suitable habitat are 
unlikely to naturally regenerate within 
the range of the species into the future 
because western yellow-billed cuckoos 
need riparian habitat in a range of ages, 
including older, more structurally 
diverse areas for nesting, and nearly all 
of the areas where riparian habitat could 
grow in western North America are 
modified by dams, channelization, 
water extraction, and other activities 
that disrupt natural processes to allow 
good-quality riparian habitat to grow in 
a mosaic of different ages (see Factor A). 
Climate change is likely to further add 
to these impacts. 


Summary of Factors 


The primary factors threatening the 
western DPS of the yellow-billed cuckoo 
are the loss and degradation of habitat 
for the species from altered watercourse 
hydrology and natural stream processes, 
livestock overgrazing, encroachment 
from agriculture, and conversion of 
native habitat to predominantly 
nonnative vegetation as identified in 
Factor A. Additional threats to the 
species under Factor E include the 
effects of climate change, pesticides, 
wildfire, and small and widely 
separated habitat patches. The 
cumulative impact from various threats 
is also a factor that will exacerbate 
multiple existing threats to the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo and its habitat. 

Various Federal, State, and 
international regulatory mechanisms in 
place provide varying degrees of 
conservation oversight that may to some 
degree address the threat of ongoing 
habitat loss and degradation; however, 
because the yellow-billed cuckoo is not 
a protected or sensitive species in a 
majority of the United States or in 
Canada and Mexico, the application of 
these regulatory mechanisms to 
conserve the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo or its habitat is unknown and 


the effectiveness of these regulatory 
mechanisms is uncertain. 

These factors pose current and future 
threats to the species because they are 
ongoing and likely to continue in the 
near future. 


Determination 


We have carefully assessed the best 
scientific and commercial data available 
regarding the past, present, and 
reasonably anticipated future threats to 
the western yellow-billed cuckoo. In 
assessing the status of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo, we applied the 
general understanding of “in danger of 
extinction” discussed in the December 
22, 2010, Memorandum to the polar 
bear listing determination file, 
“Supplemental Explanation for the 
Legal Basis of the Department’s May 15, 
2008, Determination of Threatened 
Status for the Polar Bear,” signed by 
then Acting Director Dan Ashe (Service 
2010, pp. 1-18). Threats to the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo exist for two of 
five threat factors. Threats also occur in 
combination, resulting in synergistically 
greater effects. 

Factor A threats result from habitat 
destruction, modification, and 
degradation from dam construction and 
operations, water diversions, riverflow 
management; stream channelization and 
stabilization; conversion to agricultural 
uses, such as crops and livestock 
grazing; urban and transportation 
infrastructure; and increased incidence 
of wildfire. Continuing ramifications of 
actions that caused habitat loss in the 
past have resulted in ongoing 
curtailment of the habitat of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo throughout its 
range. These factors also contribute to 
fragmentation and promote conversion 
to nonnative plant species, particularly 
tamarisk. The threats affecting western 
yellow-billed cuckoo habitat are 
ongoing and significant and have 
resulted in curtailment of the range of 
the species. Loss of riparian habitat 
leads not only to a direct reduction in 
western yellow-billed cuckoo numbers 
but also leaves a highly fragmented 
landscape, which in combination with 
other threats (see below), can reduce 
breeding success through increased 
predation rates and barriers to dispersal 
by juvenile and adult western yellow- 
billed cuckoos. 

Factor E threats, including habitat 
rarity and small and isolated population 
sizes, cause the remaining western 
yellow-billed cuckoo populations to be 
increasingly susceptible to further 
declines through lack of immigration, 
reduced populations of prey species 
(food items), pesticides, and collisions 
with tall vertical structures during 
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migration. The serious and ongoing 
threat of small overall population size, 
which is the result of other threats in 
combination, leads to an increased 
chance of local extirpations. 

The threats that affect the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo are important on a 
threat-by-threat basis, but are even more 
significant in combination. Habitat loss 
has been extensive throughout the range 
of the western yellow-billed cuckoo. 
The remaining riparian habitat is 
fragmented into small patches, which 
the species does not normally select as 
breeding habitat. Additionally, western 
yellow-billed cuckoos need riparian 
habitat in a range of ages, including 
older structurally diverse areas for 
nesting. This diversity of tree ages 
within the riparian vegetation (western 
yellow-billed cuckoo’s habitat) is largely 
dependent on disturbances that affect 
some but not all of the vegetation within 
that habitat patch at one time. A number 
of threats, working in combination or 
individually, prevent such disturbance 
from happening now and will continue 
to do so in the future. 

For example, dams and other flood 
control modifications to a watercourse 
may prevent floods from being severe 
enough to affect that habitat patch; 
channelization may restrict floodwaters 
to a narrow channel, allowing 
floodwaters to cause too much damage 
to habitat within the channel and not 
enough (or no) damage to habitat 
outside the channel; altered flood 
regimes may allow dead wood to 
accumulate, allowing fires, when they 
occur, to be severe and affect most of the 
patch; development and other human 
activities next to habitat patches may 
allow more wildfires to be ignited; and 
the reduction in patch size, through 
neighboring development, alteration of 
hydrology, or encroachment by 
nonnative plants, makes it more likely 
that a larger proportion of that patch 
will be affected during any given 
disturbance event. Moreover, nearly all 
areas where riparian habitat could 
potentially grow are modified by dams 
or water withdrawal and disrupted by 
other activities, often in combination, 
that prevent the reestablishment of 
riparian habitat. Patch size, when 
coupled with habitat loss and Factor C 
and E threats, including proximity to 
incompatible land uses, which increases 
exposure to predators and pesticides, is 
a significant cumulative threat to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo now and 
in the future. 

Per section 4(b)(1)(A) of the Act, prior 
to making our determination, we must 
first ‘“‘[take] into account those efforts, if 
any, being made by any State or foreign 
nation, or any political subdivision of a 


State or foreign nation, to protect such 
species, whether by predator control, 
protection of habitat and food supply, or 
other conservation practices, within any 
area under its jurisdiction, or on the 
high seas.” Restoration of riparian 
habitat on the Colorado, Kern, and 
Sacramento Rivers and elsewhere will 
help reduce habitat fragmentation, small 
patch size, and overall lack of habitat. 
However, at present, restoration is being 
done on a relatively small scale in 
comparison to the need to reduce 
habitat fragmentation and increase the 
overall extent of suitable habitat. DDT 
has been banned in the United States for 
several decades, but use of DDT 
continues in Central and South 
America, thus potentially exposing 
western yellow-billed cuckoos during 
migration and winter. 

Through our analysis of the best 
available scientific and commercial 
information on the species’ abundance, 
life history, current population status 
and trends, and the response of the 
species and its habitat to natural and 
anthropogenic threats, we have 
determined that the western yellow- 
billed cuckoo meets the definition of a 
threatened species under the Act, rather 
than endangered. The Act defines an 
endangered species as any species that 
is ‘‘in danger of extinction throughout 
all or a significant portion of its range”’ 
and a threatened species as any species 
“that is likely to become endangered 
throughout all or a significant portion of 
its range within the foreseeable future.” 

The geographic extent of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo remains rather 
widespread through much of its historic 
range, conferring some measure of 
ecological and geographic redundancy 
and resilience. Although there is a 
general decline in the overall 
population trend and its breeding range 
has been reduced, the rate of the 
population decline and contraction of 
its breeding range is not so severe to 
indicate extinction is imminent for the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo. This 
current downward trend is slow and not 
expected to increase in the near future. 
The majority of large-scale habitat losses 
and conversions through dam building 
and agricultural development have 
already occurred, and we are not aware 
of any large-scale projects that would 
affect the species to the extent that the 
current trend of decline would change. 
Therefore, threats to the species and 
population declines do not currently 
reach the level typical of an endangered 
species. 

Because the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo does not face any known sudden 
and calamitous threats, it is not a 
narrowly endemic species vulnerable to 


extinction from elevated or cumulative 
threats, is not yet restricted to a 
critically small range or critically low 
numbers, and currently does not show 
any substantial reduction in numbers, it 
would not meet the definition of 
“endangered”’ as determined by the Act. 
More appropriately, we find that the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo is likely to 
become endangered throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range within 
the foreseeable future, based on the 
timing, severity, and scope of the threats 
described above. Therefore, on the basis 
of the best available scientific and 
commercial information, we are listing 
the western distinct population segment 
of the yellow-billed cuckoo as a 
threatened species in accordance with 
sections 3(6), 3(20), and 4(a)(1) of the 
Act. 


Significant Portion of the Range 


Under the Act and our implementing 
regulations, a species may warrant 
listing if it is an endangered or 
threatened species throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range. The Act 
defines “endangered species” as any 
species which is “‘in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range,’’ and ‘“‘threatened 
species”’ as any species which is “‘likely 
to become an endangered species within 
the foreseeable future throughout all or 
a significant portion of its range.” The 
definition of “‘species”’ is also relevant 
to this discussion. The Act defines 
“‘species”’ as follows: ‘“The term 
‘species’ includes any subspecies of fish 
or wildlife or plants, and any distinct 
population segment [DPS] of any 
species of vertebrate fish or wildlife 
which interbreeds when mature.”’ The 
phrase ‘‘significant portion of its range”’ 
(SPR) is not defined by the statute, and 
we have never addressed in our 
regulations: (1) The consequences of a 
determination that a species is either 
endangered or likely to become so 
throughout a significant portion of its 
range, but not throughout all of its 
range; or (2) what qualifies a portion of 
a range as “‘significant.”’ 

In determining whether a species is 
threatened or endangered in a 
significant portion of its range, we first 
identify any portions of the range of the 
species that warrant further 
consideration. The range of a species 
can theoretically be divided into 
portions an infinite number of ways. 
However, there is no purpose to 
analyzing portions of the range that are 
not reasonably likely to be both (1) 
significant and (2) threatened or 
endangered. To identify only those 
portions that warrant further 
consideration, we determine whether 
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there is substantial information 
indicating that: (1) The portions may be 
significant, and (2) the species may be 
in danger of extinction there or likely to 
become so within the foreseeable future. 
In practice, a key part of this analysis is 
whether the threats are geographically 
concentrated in some way. If the threats 
to the species are essentially uniform 
throughout its range, no portion is likely 
to warrant further consideration. 
Moreover, if any concentration of 
threats applies only to portions of the 
species’ range that are not significant, 
such portions will not warrant further 
consideration. 

If we identify portions that warrant 
further consideration, we then 
determine whether the species is 
threatened or endangered in these 
portions of its range. Depending on the 
biology of the species, its range, and the 
threats it faces, the Service may address 
either the significance question or the 
status question first. Thus, if the Service 
considers significance first and 
determines that a portion of the range is 
not significant, the Service need not 
determine whether the species is 
threatened or endangered there. 
Likewise, if the Service considers status 
first and determines that the species is 
not threatened or endangered in a 
portion of its range, the Service need not 
determine if that portion is significant. 
However, if the Service determines that 
both a portion of the range of a species 
is significant and the species is 
threatened or endangered there, the 
Service will specify that portion of the 
range as threatened or endangered 
under section 4(c)(1) of the Act. 

We evaluated the current range of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo to 
determine if there is any apparent 
geographic concentration of threats for 
the species. The western yellow-billed 
cuckoos are highly restricted to riparian 
habitat in their ranges, and the threats 
occur throughout the species’ range. We 
considered the potential threats due to 
altered watercourse hydrology and 
natural stream processes, livestock 
overgrazing, encroachment from 
agriculture, conversion of native habitat 
to predominantly nonnative vegetation, 
pesticides, wildfire, small and widely 
separated habitat patches, and the 
effects of climate change. We found no 
concentration of threats because of the 
species’ limited and curtailed range, and 
uniformity of the threats throughout its 
entire range. Having determined that the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo is 
threatened throughout its entire range, 
we must next consider whether there 
are any significant portions of the range 
where the western yellow-billed cuckoo 
is in danger of extinction or is likely to 


become endangered in the foreseeable 
future. 

The western yellow-billed cuckoo is 
highly restricted to riparian habitat, and 
the threats to the species and its habitat 
occur throughout its breeding range. 
Therefore, we assessed the status of the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo 
throughout its entire breeding range. 
The threats to the survival of the species 
occur throughout the western DPS’ 
breeding range and are not restricted to 
any particular significant portion of that 
range. We conclude that what affects the 
entire breeding portion of the western 
DPS’ range affects the status of the 
entire western yellow-billed cuckoo 
throughout its breeding range, including 
migration corridors and stopover areas. 
Accordingly, our assessment and 
proposed determination applies to the 
western yellow-billed cuckoo 
throughout its entire breeding range. 

We found no portion of the western 
yellow-billed cuckoo’s range where 
threats are significantly concentrated or 
substantially greater than in other 
portions of their range and that factors 
affecting the species are essentially 
uniform throughout its range, indicating 
no portion of the range of the species 
warrants further consideration of 
possible endangered or threatened 
status under the Act. Therefore, we find 
there is no significant portion of the 
range of the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo that may warrant a different 
status. 


Available Conservation Measures 


Conservation measures provided to 
species listed as endangered or 
threatened under the Act include 
recognition, recovery actions, 
requirements for Federal protection, and 
prohibitions against certain practices. 
Recognition through listing results in 
public awareness and conservation by 
Federal, State, and local agencies; 
private organizations; and individuals. 
The Act encourages cooperation with 
the States and requires that recovery 
actions be carried out for all listed 
species. The protection measures 
required of Federal agencies and the 
prohibitions against certain activities 
are discussed, in part, below. 

The primary purpose of the Act is the 
conservation of endangered and 
threatened species and the ecosystems 
upon which they depend. The ultimate 
goal of such conservation efforts is the 
recovery of these listed species, so that 
they no longer need the protective 
measures of the Act. Subsection 4(f) of 
the Act requires the Service to develop 
and implement recovery plans for the 
conservation of endangered and 
threatened species. The recovery 


planning process involves the 
identification of actions that are 
necessary to halt or reverse the species’ 
decline by addressing the threats to its 
survival and recovery. The goal of this 
process is to restore listed species to a 
point where they are secure, self- 
sustaining, and functioning components 
of their ecosystems. 

Recovery planning includes the 
development of a recovery outline 
shortly after a species is listed and 
preparation of a draft and final recovery 
plan. The recovery outline guides the 
immediate implementation of urgent 
recovery actions and describes the 
process to be used to develop a recovery 
plan. Revisions of the plan may be done 
to address continuing or new threats to 
the species, as new substantive 
information becomes available. The 
recovery plan identifies site-specific 
management actions that set a trigger for 
review of the five factors that control 
whether a species remains endangered 
or may be downlisted or delisted, and 
methods for monitoring recovery 
progress. Recovery plans also establish 
a framework for agencies to coordinate 
their recovery efforts and provide 
estimates of the cost of implementing 
recovery tasks. Recovery teams 
(composed of species experts, Federal 
and State agencies, nongovernmental 
organizations, and stakeholders) are 
often established to develop recovery 
plans. When completed, the recovery 
outline, draft recovery plan, and the 
final recovery plan will be available on 
our Web site (http://www.fws.gov/ 
endangered), or from our Sacramento 
Fish and Wildlife Office (see FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT). 

Implementation of recovery actions 
generally requires the participation of a 
broad range of partners, including other 
Federal agencies, States, Tribal, 
nongovernmental organizations, 
businesses, and private landowners. 
Examples of recovery actions include 
habitat restoration (e.g., restoration of 
native vegetation), research, captive 
propagation and reintroduction, and 
outreach and education. The recovery of 
many listed species cannot be 
accomplished solely on Federal lands 
because their range may occur primarily 
or solely on non-Federal lands. To 
achieve recovery of these species 
requires cooperative conservation efforts 
on private, State, and Tribal lands. 

Following publication of this final 
listing rule, funding for recovery actions 
will be available from a variety of 
sources, including Federal budgets, 
State programs, and cost share grants for 
non-Federal landowners, the academic 
community, and nongovernmental 
organizations. In addition, pursuant to 
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section 6 of the Act, the States of 
Washington, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 
California, Nevada, Wyoming, Utah, 
Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico, and 
Texas would be eligible for Federal 
funds to implement management 
actions that promote the protection or 
recovery of the yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Information on our grant programs that 
are available to aid species recovery can 
be found at: http://www. fws.gov/grants. 

Please let us know if you are 
interested in participating in recovery 
efforts for the yellow-billed cuckoo. 
Additionally, we invite you to submit 
any new information on this species 
whenever it becomes available and any 
information you may have for recovery 
planning purposes (see FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION CONTACT). 

Section 7(a) of the Act requires 
Federal agencies to evaluate their 
actions with respect to any species that 
is proposed or listed as endangered or 
threatened and with respect to its 
critical habitat, if any is designated. 
Regulations implementing this 
interagency cooperation provision of the 
Act are codified at 50 CFR 402. Section 
7(a)(4) of the Act requires Federal 
agencies to confer with the Service on 
any action that is likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of a species 
proposed for listing or result in 
destruction or adverse modification of 
proposed critical habitat. If a species is 
listed subsequently, section 7(a)(2) of 
the Act requires Federal agencies to 
ensure that activities they authorize, 
fund, or carry out are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of 
the species or destroy or adversely 
modify its critical habitat. If a Federal 
action may affect a listed species or its 
critical habitat, the responsible Federal 
agency must enter into formal 
consultation with the Service. 

Federal agency actions within or 
affecting the species’ habitat that may 
require conference or consultation or 
both as described in the preceding 
paragraph include, but are not limited 
to, projects that will result in removal or 
degradation of riparian vegetation, 
altered streamflow or fluvial dynamics, 
or other habitat-altering activities on 
Federal lands or as a result of issuance 
of section 404 CWA permits by the 
USACE; construction and management 
of energy and power line rights-of-way 
by the FERC; construction and 
maintenance of roads, highways, or 
bridges by the Federal Highway 
Administration; grazing leases by the 
USFS or the BLM; and projects funded 
through Federal loan programs. Such 
projects may include, but are not 
limited to, construction or modification 
of reservoirs, levees, bank stabilization 





structures, water diversion and 
withdrawal projects, roads and bridges, 
utilities, recreation sites, and other 
forms of development, and livestock 
grazing. 

Under section 4(d) of the Act, the 
Service has discretion to issue 
regulations that we find necessary and 
advisable to provide for the 
conservation of threatened species. The 
Act and its implementing regulations set 
forth a series of general prohibitions and 
exceptions that apply to threatened 
wildlife. The prohibitions of section 
9(a)(1) of the Act, as applied to 
threatened wildlife and codified at 50 
CFR 17.31 make it illegal for any person 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States to take (which includes harass, 
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, 
trap, capture, or collect; or to attempt 
any of these) threatened wildlife within 
the United States or on the high seas. In 
addition, it is unlawful to import; 
export; deliver, receive, carry, transport, 
or ship in interstate or foreign 
commerce in the course of commercial 
activity; or sell or offer for sale in 
interstate or foreign commerce any 
listed species. It is also illegal to 
possess, sell, deliver, carry, transport, or 
ship any such wildlife that has been 
taken illegally. Certain exceptions apply 
to employees of the Service, the 
National Marine Fisheries Service, other 
Federal land management agencies, and 
State conservation agencies. 

We may issue permits to carry out 
otherwise prohibited activities 
involving threatened wildlife under 
certain circumstances. Regulations 
governing permits are codified at 50 
CFR 17.32. With regard to threatened 
wildlife, a permit may be issued for the 
following purposes: For scientific 
purposes, to enhance the propagation or 
survival of the species, and for 
incidental take in connection with 
otherwise lawful activities. There are 
also certain statutory exemptions from 
the prohibitions, which are found in 
sections 9 and 10 of the Act. 

It is our policy, as published in the 
Federal Register on July 1, 1994 (59 FR 
34272), to identify to the maximum 
extent practicable at the time a species 
is listed, those activities that would or 
would not constitute a violation of 
section 9 of the Act. The intent of this 
policy is to increase public awareness of 
the effect of a final listing on proposed 
and ongoing activities within the range 
of a listed species. However, at this 
time, we are unable to identify specific 
activities that would not be considered 
to result in a violation of section 9 of the 
Act because the western yellow-billed 
cuckoo occurs in riparian habitat across 
numerous western States that exhibit a 


variety of habitat conditions across its 
range, and it is likely that site- and 
project-specific conservation measures 
may be needed for activities that may 
directly or indirectly affect the species. 

Based on the best available 
information, the following activities 
may potentially result in a violation of 
section 9 the Act; this list is not 
comprehensive: (1) Handling or 
collecting of the species; (2) destruction/ 
alteration of the species’ habitat by 
discharge of fill material, draining, 
ditching, tiling, pond construction, 
stream channelization or diversion, or 
diversion or alteration of surface or 
ground water flow; (3) livestock grazing 
that results in direct or indirect 
destruction of riparian habitat; (4) 
activities such as continued presence of 
cattle and fragmentation of riparian 
habitat; (5) pesticide applications in 
violation of label restrictions; and (6) 
release of biological control agents that 
modifies or destroys habitat used by the 
species. 

Questions regarding whether specific 
activities would constitute a violation of 
section 9 of the Act should be directed 
to the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife 
Office (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT). 


Required Determinations 


National Environmental Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) 


We have determined that 
environmental assessments and 
environmental impact statements, as 
defined under the authority of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), need not 
be prepared in connection with 
regulations pursuant to section 4(a) of 
the Act. We published a notice outlining 
our reasons for this determination in the 
Federal Register on October 25, 1983 
(48 FR 49244). 


Government-to-Government 
Relationship With Tribes 


In accordance with the President’s 
memorandum of April 29, 1994 
(Government-to-Government Relations 
with Native American Tribal 
Governments; 59 FR 22951), Executive 
Order 13175 (Consultation and 
Coordination With Indian Tribal 
Governments), and the Department of 
the Interior’s manual at 512 DM 2, we 
readily acknowledge our responsibility 
to communicate meaningfully with 
recognized Federal Tribes on a 
government-to-government basis. In 
accordance with Secretarial Order 3206 
of June 5, 1997 (American Indian Tribal 
Rights, Federal-Tribal Trust 
Responsibilities, and the Endangered 
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Species Act), we readily acknowledge 
our responsibilities to work directly 
with tribes in developing programs for 
healthy ecosystems, to acknowledge that 
tribal lands are not subject to the same 
controls as Federal public lands, to 
remain sensitive to Indian culture, and 
to make information available to tribes. 
During the development of this final 
rule, we contacted, held meetings with, 
or otherwise coordinated with all 
known tribal entities within the range of 
the species within the United States. 
Information solicited or gathered as 
result of this coordination has been 
incorporated into this final 
determination as appropriate. We will 
conduct further coordination during our 
designation of critical habitat for the 
species. 


References Cited 


A complete list of all references cited 
in this rule is available on the Internet 


Species 





Common name Scientific name 


* * 


BIRDS 
* * 
Cuckoo, yellow-billed | Coccyzus 
americanus. 
* * * * * 


U.S.A., Canada, 


at http://www.regulations.gov or upon 
request from the Field Supervisor, 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
(see ADDRESSES). 


Authors 


The primary authors of this final rule 
are the staff members from the Service's 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
and the Pacific Southwest Regional 
Office (Region 8) with assistance from 
staff from the Pacific Northwest Region 
(Region 1), the Southwest Region 
(Region 2), and the Mountain-Prairie 
Region (Region 6). 


List of Subjects in 50 CFR Part 17 


Endangered and threatened species, 
Exports, Imports, Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, 
Transportation. 


Vertebrate 
population where 
endangered or 
threatened 


Historic Range 


* 


* * 


Western DPS: ¥ 
U.S.A. (AZ, CA, 
CO (western), ID, 
MT (western), NM 
(western), NV, 
OR, TX (western), 
UT, WA, WY 
(western)); Can- 
ada (British Co- 
lumbia (south- 
western); Mexico 
(Baja California, 
Baja California 
Sur, Chihuahua, 
Durango (west- 
ern), Sinaloa, So- 
nora). 


Mexico. 


* * * 


Dated: September 24, 2014. 
Daniel M. Ashe, 
Director, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
{FR Doc. 2014-23640 Filed 10—2-14; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P 


Status 


Regulation Promulgation 


Accordingly, we amend part 17, 
subchapter B of chapter I, title 50 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations, as follows: 


PART 17—[AMENDED] 


a 1. The authority citation for part 17 
continues to read as follows: 


Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1361-1407; 1531- 
1544; 4201-4245, unless otherwise noted. 


w 2. Amend § 17.11(h) by adding an 
entry for “Cuckoo, yellow-billed 
(Western DPS)’ to the List of 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife in 
alphabetical order under Birds, to read 
as follows: 


§ 17.11 Endangered and threatened 
wildlife. 


* * * * * 


(h) * x 


Special 
rules 


Critical 


When listed habitat 


850 NA NA 
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Memorandum of September 24, 2014 


Delegation of Authority Under Sections 506(a)(1) and 
552(c)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 


Memorandum for the Secretary of State 


By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the 
laws of the United States of America, including section 301 of title 3, 
United States Code, I hereby delegate to the Secretary of State: 

(1) The authority under section 506(a)(1) of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (FAA) to direct the drawdown of up to $5 million in defense 
articles and services of the Department of Defense and military education 
and training to provide immediate military assistance for the Government 
of Ukraine, to aid their efforts to respond to the current crisis, and to 
make the determinations required under such section to direct such a draw- 
down; and 

(2) The authority under section 552(c)(2) of the FAA to direct the draw- 
down of up to $20 million in nonlethal commodities and services from 
any agency of the United States Government to provide assistance for the 
Government of Ukraine, and to make the determinations required under 
such section to direct such a drawdown. 

You are authorized and directed to publish this memorandum in the Federal 
Register. 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, September 24, 2014 
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Proclamation 9177 of September 30, 2014 


National Arts and Humanities Month, 2014 


By the President of the United States of America 


A Proclamation 


In this complicated world and in these challenging times, the arts and 
humanities enhance the character of our Nation. The flash of insight that 
comes from watching a thought-provoking documentary or discovering a 
compelling novel sparks moments of joy, awe, and sorrow. From symphonies 
that bring tragedy to life with long bow strokes to architecture that challenges 
the boundaries of the world around it, these works add texture to our 
lives and reveal something about ourselves. During National Arts and Human- 
ities Month, we reflect on the many ways the arts and humanities have 
contributed to the fabric of our society. 


Since our earliest days, America has flourished because of the creative 
spirit and vision of our people. Our Nation is built on the freedom of 
expression, and we rely on the arts and humanities to broaden our views 
and remind us of the truths that connect us. We must never take for granted 
the wonder we feel when standing before a timeless work of art or the 
world of memories that is unlocked with a simple movement or a single 
note. By capturing our greatest hopes and deepest fears, the arts and human- 
ities play an important role in telling our country’s story and broadening 
our understanding of the world. 


Cultivating the talents of our young people and ensuring they have access 
to the arts are critical to our Nation’s growth and prosperity. To meet 
the challenges ahead, we must harness the skills and ingenuity of our 
children and grandchildren and instill in them the same passion and persist- 
ence that has driven centuries of progress and innovation. The arts and 
humanities provide important opportunities for our young people to unleash 
their creativity and reach for new heights. That is why my Administration 
is committed to bolstering initiatives that ensure the next generation has 
the tools to foster their artistic expression and the opportunities to go as 
far as their imaginations can take them. 


This month, we pay tribute to the tremendous power of the arts and human- 
ities to bring us together and expose us to new ideas that make us think 
and feel. As we carry forward this proud tradition, let us celebrate the 
ways our Nation’s rich heritage has strengthened our country and inspired 
our lives. 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, BARACK OBAMA, President of the United States 
of America, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution 
and the laws of the United States, do hereby proclaim October 2014 as 
National Arts and Humanities Month. | call upon the people of the United 
States to join together in observing this month with appropriate ceremonies, 
activities, and programs to celebrate the arts and the humanities in America. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this thirtieth day 
of September, in the year of our Lord two thousand fourteen, and of the 
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and thirty- 


ninth. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23853 
Filed 10-2-14; 11:15 am] 
Billing code 3295-F4 
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Proclamation 9178 of September 30, 2014 


National Breast Cancer Awareness Month, 2014 


By the President of the United States of America 


A Proclamation 


This year, more than 230,000 women and 2,000 men will be diagnosed 
with breast cancer in America. The heartache and the pain of this disease 
will touch too many of our mothers, fathers, daughters, and sisters, and 
too many families will bear these burdens. During National Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month, we recognize all those who know the anguish of breast 
cancer, and we redouble our efforts to improve care and bring attention 
to this disease. 


When breast cancer is caught early, treatments work best and survival rates 
increase. That is why all women and men should be familiar with the 
risk factors and symptoms of this disease. | encourage women to speak 
with their health care provider about the risk of breast cancer and the 
importance of recommended mammograms—breast cancer screenings that 
play an essential role in early detection. Whether you are looking for informa- 
tion about breast cancer prevention, treatment of metastatic breast cancer, 
or information on the latest research, all Americans can learn more by 
visiting www.Cancer.gov. 


Today, more Americans are surviving breast cancer than ever before, but 
there is more work to do, and my Administration is fighting every day 
to improve the lives of breast cancer patients, survivors, and their families. 
We have invested billions of dollars in critical research to better understand 
the causes of breast cancer, develop new diagnostic tools, and pursue innova- 
tive treatments. The Affordable Care Act has expanded access to life-saving 
care for millions of Americans, including those affected by breast cancer, 
and requires most insurance plans to cover recommended preventive services, 
including mammograms, without copays. New protections under the law 
also eliminate annual and lifetime dollar limits on coverage and prohibit 
insurers from denying coverage because of pre-existing conditions, including 
cancer. 


This month, as we honor those lost to breast cancer, let us join with 
the loved ones who celebrate their memory and the patients who battle 
this disease every day, as well as our Nation’s advocates, medical researchers, 
and health care providers. Together, we renew our commitment to better 
prevent, detect, and treat breast cancer, and we continue our work toward 
a future free from cancer in all its forms. 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, BARACK OBAMA, President of the United States 
of America, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution 
and the laws of the United States, do hereby proclaim October 2014 as 
National Breast Cancer Awareness Month. | encourage citizens, government 
agencies, private businesses, nonprofit organizations, and all other interested 
groups to join in activities that will increase awareness of what Americans 
can do to prevent breast cancer. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this thirtieth day 
of September, in the year of our Lord two thousand fourteen, and of the 
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and thirty- 


ninth. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23859 
Filed 10—2-14; 11:15 am] 
Billing code 3295-F4 
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Proclamation 9179 of September 30, 2014 


National Cybersecurity Awareness Month, 2014 


By the President of the United States of America 


A Proclamation 


Cyber threats pose one of the gravest national security dangers the United 
States faces. They jeopardize our country’s critical infrastructure, endanger 
our individual liberties, and threaten every American’s way of life. When 
our Nation’s intellectual property is stolen, it harms our economy, and 
when a victim experiences online theft, fraud, or abuse, it puts all of us 
at risk. During National Cybersecurity Awareness Month, we continue our 
work to make our cyberspace more secure, and we redouble our efforts 
to bring attention to the role we can each play. 


Cyberspace touches nearly every part of our daily lives. It supports our 
schools and businesses, powers the grid that stretches across our Nation, 
and connects friends and families around the world. Our constant connection 
has led to revolutions in medicine and technology and has bettered our 
society, but it has also introduced new risks, especially to our finances, 
identity, and privacy. That is why last year I signed an Executive Order 
directing my Administration to identify the best ways to bolster our country’s 
cybersecurity. And earlier this year, we delivered on that commitment by 
releasing the Cybersecurity Framework. A model of public-private coopera- 
tion, this Framework will help industry and Government strengthen the 
security and resiliency of our critical infrastructure. My Administration is 
also investing in new strategies and innovations that help keep pace with 
rapidly changing technology, and because cyberspace crosses every boundary, 
we will continue engaging with our international partners. 


Americans of all ages can take action to raise the level of our collective 
cybersecurity, and the Department of Homeland  Security’s 
“Stop.Think.Connect.” campaign is empowering individuals to do their part. 
Everyone should utilize secure passwords online and change them regularly. 
Internet users should take advantage of all available methods to protect 
their private accounts and information, and parents can teach their children 
not to share personal information over the Internet. Enhancing the security 
of our Nation’s digital infrastructure is a shared responsibility, and together 
we can protect our most important information systems. To learn more 
about safe cyber practices, visit www.DHS.gov/StopThinkConnect. 


Our commitment to maintaining an open, secure, and reliable cyberspace 
ensures the Internet will remain an engine for economic growth and a 
platform for the free exchange of ideas. This month, we resolve to work 
together to meet this global challenge. 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, BARACK OBAMA, President of the United States 
of America, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution 
and the laws of the United States, do hereby proclaim October 2014 as 
National Cybersecurity Awareness Month. | call upon the people of the 
United States to recognize the importance of cybersecurity and to observe 
this month with activities, events, and training that will enhance our national 
security and resilience. 
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Billing code 3295-F4 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand this thirtieth day 
of September, in the year of our Lord two thousand fourteen, and of the 
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and thirty- 
ninth. 
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Proclamation 9180 of September 30, 2014 


National Disability Employment Awareness Month, 2014 


By the President of the United States of America 


A Proclamation 


Americans with disabilities lead thriving businesses, teach our children, 
and serve our Nation; they are innovators and pioneers of technology. In 
urban centers and rural communities, they carry forward our Nation’s legacy 
of hard work, responsibility, and sacrifice, and their contributions strengthen 
our economy and remind us that all Americans deserve the opportunity 
to participate fully in society. During National Disability Employment Aware- 
ness Month, we celebrate the Americans living with disabilities, including 
significant disabilities, who enrich our country, and we reaffirm the simple 
truth that each of us has something to give to the American story. 


This year’s theme, ‘Expect. Employ. Empower.,” reminds us that every 
American has a right to dignity, respect, and a fair shot at success in 
the workplace. For too long, workers with disabilities were measured by 
what people thought they could not do, depriving our Nation and economy 
of the full talents and contributions of millions of Americans. Nearly 25 
years ago, the Americans with Disabilities Act codified the promise of an 
equal opportunity for everyone who worked hard, and in the years since, 
Americans with disabilities have reached extraordinary heights. But when 
employees with disabilities are passed over in the workplace or denied 
fair accommodations, it limits their potential and threatens our democracy; 
when disproportionate numbers of Americans with disabilities remain unem- 
ployed, more work must be done to achieve the spirit of what is one 
of the most comprehensive civil rights bills in the history of our country. 


My Administration remains committed to tearing down the barriers that 
prevent Americans with disabilities from living fully independent, integrated 
lives. We have supported programs that more effectively prepare workers, 
including those with disabilities, for high-growth, high-demand careers, and 
we have found new ways to encourage businesses to foster flexible work- 
places that are open to diverse skills. We are also working to ensure those 
living with disabilities have access to the resources that support employment, 
including accessible housing, transportation, and technology. 


Meaningful careers not only provide ladders of opportunity into the middle 
class, but they also give us a sense of purpose and self-worth. When Ameri- 
cans with disabilities live without the fear of discrimination, they are free 
to make of their lives what they will. This month, we renew our commitment 
to cultivate a more inclusive workforce, and we continue our efforts to 
build a society where everyone who works hard has a chance to get ahead. 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, BARACK OBAMA, President of the United States 
of America, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution 
and the laws of the United States, do hereby proclaim October 2014 as 
National Disability Employment Awareness Month. | urge all Americans 
to embrace the talents and skills that individuals with disabilities bring 
to our workplaces and communities and to promote the right to equal 
employment opportunity for all people. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this thirtieth day 
of September, in the year of our Lord two thousand fourteen, and of the 
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and thirty- 


ninth. 


[FR Doc. 2014-23862 
Filed 10—2—14; 11:15 am] 
Billing code 3295-F4 


Federal Register/Vol. 79, No. 192/Friday, October 3, 2014/ Presidential Documents 60051 











Presidential Documents 


Proclamation 9181 of September 30, 2014 


National Domestic Violence Awareness Month, 2014 


By the President of the United States of America 


A Proclamation 


Domestic violence affects every American. It harms our communities, weak- 
ens the foundation of our Nation, and hurts those we love most. It is 
an affront to our basic decency and humanity, and it must end. During 
National Domestic Violence Awareness Month, we acknowledge the progress 
made in reducing these shameful crimes, embrace the basic human right 
to be free from violence and abuse, and recognize that more work remains 
until every individual is able to live free from fear. 


Last month, our Nation marked the 20th anniversary of the Violence Against 
Women Act (VAWA). Before this historic law, domestic violence was seen 
by many as a lesser offense, and women in danger often had nowhere 
to go. But VAWA marked a turning point, and it slowly transformed the 
way people think about domestic abuse. Today, as 1 out of every 10 teenagers 
are physically hurt on purpose by someone they are dating, we seek to 
once again profoundly change our culture and reject the quiet tolerance 
of what is fundamentally unacceptable. That is why Vice President Joe 
Biden launched the 1is2many initiative to engage educators, parents, and 
students while raising awareness about dating violence and the role we 
all have to play in stopping it. And it is why the White House Task 
Force to Protect Students from Sexual Assault and the newly launched 
“It’s On Us” campaign will address the intersection of sexual assault and 
dating violence on college campuses. 


Since VAWA’s passage, domestic violence has dropped by almost two-thirds, 
but despite these strides, there is more to do. Nearly two out of three 
Americans 15 years of age or older know a victim of domestic violence 
or sexual assault, and domestic violence homicides claim the lives of three 
women every day. When women and children are deprived of a loving 
home, legal protections, or financial independence because they fear for 
their safety, our Nation is denied its full potential. 


My Administration is committed to reaching a future free of domestic vio- 
lence. We are building public-private partnerships to directly address domes- 
tic violence in our neighborhoods and workplaces, and we are helping 
communities use evidence-based screening programs to prevent domestic 
violence homicides. At the same time, the Federal Government is leading 
by example, developing policies to ensure domestic violence is addressed 
in the Federal workforce. New protections under the Affordable Care Act 
provide more women with access to free screenings and counseling for 
domestic violence. And when | proudly reauthorized VAWA last year, we 
expanded housing assistance; added critical protections for lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, and transgender Americans; and empowered tribal governments 
to protect Native American women from domestic violence in Indian Country. 
Our Nation’s success can be judged by how we treat women and girls, 
and we must all work together to end domestic violence. As we honor 
the advocates and victim service providers who offer support during the 
darkest moments of someone’s life, 1 encourage survivors and their loved 
ones who are seeking assistance to reach out by calling the National Domestic 
Violence Hotline at 1-800—799-SAFE or visiting www. TheHotline.org. 
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This month, we recognize the survivors and victims of abuse whose courage 
inspires us all. We recommit to offering a helping hand to those most 
in need, and we remind them that they are not alone. 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, BARACK OBAMA, President of the United States 
of America, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution 
and the laws of the United States, do hereby proclaim October 2014 as 
National Domestic Violence Awareness Month. | call on all Americans to 
speak out against domestic violence and support local efforts to assist victims 
of these crimes in finding the help and healing they need. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this thirtieth day 
of September, in the year of our Lord two thousand fourteen, and of the 
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and thirty- 
ninth. 
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Proclamation 9182 of September 30, 2014 


National Energy Action Month, 2014 


By the President of the United States of America 


A Proclamation 


Safeguarding America’s energy future is an economic, environmental, and 
national security imperative. The energy choices we make today will have 
a substantial impact on the world we leave to our children and grandchildren. 
By pursuing an aggressive All-of-the-Above energy strategy, we can support 
economic growth and job creation, enhance energy security, and lay the 
foundation for a low-carbon energy future. During National Energy Action 
Month, we embrace our profound obligation to leave generations to come 
a cleaner, safer, more stable world, and we resolve to stand up, speak 
out, and fight for the urgent action this pivotal moment in history demands. 


Our country’s energy sector is undergoing a significant transformation, and 
today we are closer to energy independence than we have been in decades. 
The United States generates more renewable energy—from sources like wind 
and solar power—than ever before, we are the number one natural gas 
producer in the world, and we are building the first nuclear power plants 
in over three decades. These gains have brought jobs back to America 
and created more than 55,000 new jobs. And since | took office, domestic 
energy-related emissions of carbon dioxide have declined. As our Nation 
produces more traditional energy and sets the groundwork for the energy 
sources of the future, our achievements demonstrate that there is no con- 
tradiction between a sound environment and a thriving economy. 


A low-carbon, clean energy strategy can be an engine of growth for decades 
to come, but transitioning our economy takes time, and there is more work 
to do. That is why my Administration has made the largest investment 
in clean energy in American history, and why | have taken action to ensure 
our Nation is a leader in the energy sources of tomorrow. We have partnered 
with businesses that know investing in renewable energy is not only good 
for the environment, but also for their bottom line, and we are supporting 
training programs that will help 50,000 workers learn the skills clean energy 
companies are looking for. The Government is leading the way by deploying 
renewable energy on public lands and across federally subsidized housing 
and military installations. And I continue to support incentives for private 
investment in these energy sources, including Federal financing, which— 
during my Administration—has brought over $30 billion of capital to the 
clean energy sector. 


As we are advancing low-carbon technologies and developing cleaner fuels, 
we are also working to promote energy efficiency. Cutting our energy waste 
is one of the fastest, easiest, and cheapest ways to create jobs, save families 
money, and reduce our carbon pollution. The buildings we live and work 
in are responsible for about one-third of our greenhouse gases, and my 
Better Buildings Challenge is on track to improve the energy efficiency 
of thousands of multi-family homes, commercial buildings, and industrial 
plants by 20 percent by the year 2020. We have set new fuel standards 
for our cars and trucks so they will go twice as far on a gallon of gas 
by the middle of the next decade and invested billions of dollars in energy 
upgrades to Federal buildings. We have concrete strategies that are proven 
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to create jobs and reduce emissions, and we must all pledge to do our 
part. 


The threat of climate change requires us to act now. We have a chance 
to improve public health, protect our environment, and better our world, 
and the American people have the skills and innovative spirit needed to 
seize this opportunity. This month, we look forward and boldly declare 
our intent to rise to the challenge of a changing world. As caretakers of 
our planet, let us resolve to build a cleaner, more prosperous, and more 
secure world for all of humanity. 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, BARACK OBAMA, President of the United States 
of America, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution 
and the laws of the United States, do hereby proclaim October 2014 as 
National Energy Action Month. | call upon the citizens of the United States 
to recognize this month by working together to achieve greater energy secu- 
rity, a more robust economy, and a healthier environment for our children. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this thirtieth day 
of September, in the year of our Lord two thousand fourteen, and of the 
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and thirty- 
ninth. 
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Proclamation 9183 of September 30, 2014 


National Substance Abuse Prevention Month, 2014 


By the President of the United States of America 


A Proclamation 


Substance abuse disrupts our families, schools, and communities and limits 
the success of young people across our country. It destroys relationships 
and stands in the way of academic achievement. Every day, thousands 
of young Americans try drugs or alcohol for the first time, and for many, 
this decision will have a profound impact on their health and well-being. 
This month, we join with families, schools, and local leaders to promote 
safe and healthy neighborhoods and help ensure all our children have the 
support and resources they need to achieve their full potential. 


Preventing substance use before it begins is the most effective way to elimi- 
nate the damage caused by drugs and the abuse of alcohol. That is why 
my Administration’s 2014 National Drug Control Strategy supports evidence- 
based education and outreach programs that connect with young people 
at schools, on college campuses, and in the workplace. This year, through 
the Drug-Free Communities Support Program, we are investing in 680 local 
coalitions that are working to reduce substance use in cities and towns 
across our country. These partners raise awareness of the harms associated 
with drug and alcohol use and create supportive environments that foster 
good decisionmaking. 


Substance use affects everyone, and each of us can play a part in helping 
the next generation make choices that support physical, mental, behavioral, 
and emotional health. Parents, mentors, and community members can model 
a healthy lifestyle and should talk with kids early and often about the 
dangers of drug and alcohol use. During National Substance Abuse Prevention 
Month, we recognize all those who work to prevent substance use in our 
neighborhoods, and we renew our commitment to building a safer, drug- 
free America. Together, we can make sure all children have the opportunity 
to pursue happy, fulfilling, and productive lives. 


NOW, THEREFORE, I, BARACK OBAMA, President of the United States 
of America, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution 
and the laws of the United States, do hereby proclaim October 2014 as 
National Substance Abuse Prevention Month. I call upon all Americans 
to engage in appropriate programs and activities to promote comprehensive 
substance abuse prevention efforts within their communities. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this thirtieth day 
of September, in the year of our Lord two thousand fourteen, and of the 
Independence of the United States of America the two hundred and thirty- 
ninth. 
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